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PETITION FOR ZONING RE-CLASSIFICATION

L d

SPE ZPTION AND/CR VARIANCE . - : ' S I
SPECIAL EXCz i PEOPLE'S COUNSEL FOR BALTIMCRE IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 3 <) *Ei TETITION FOR TECLASSIFLCATICN * N THE @ ‘e oo
o ) COUNTY, «Z.5 to R.C.Z Zune o Voo
10 THE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS CF BALT!M?RE C.OUNTY.’. o : . : FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY ‘ Southeast cornar Long Green Pik CIRCUIT COURT f R
The undersigned, legal owner(s) of the property siwate in Baltimore County and which is : Appellant and Glen Arm Road e FOR BALTIMORE CCUNTY [
described in the description and plat attached hereto and made a part hereof, berexy petition (1} ; 11th Disteict % AT TAW - i ,
that the zoning status of the herein described property be re-classified, pursuant to the Zr 1g Law ‘ : AT LAW . strict
j_ Ve RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION :  BEFOREF THE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS s
of Baltimo;e County, from an ;E__-t'iR%g_—t;t ----- - -g-dz?gi ftgr aanbéégﬁ‘lRE;g;—)t—"5;1_-11-11_513-;{5; i . Misc. Mo, 82-M-83 LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III. et ux ' from R.C, 5 to R.C, 2 Zone o
one, for th iven in the attac statement; an Exceplion, | % : . . C s . ’ * _ . ' :
za?d Z:ningeL;i??rﬁ f’l;:;;ling Regulations of Baltimore County, to use the herein descrired prop. Y, LOUIS C. HCFEMAN, 11, et ux, Petitioners MISC. FILE 32-M-83 SE comer Lang Green Pike & : T
: — Glen Aem Rd,, T1th District : oF P
a : ' (_\) : —F BALTIMCRE COUNTY ;.
for __._. 77 SR B Appellees Zonin Case No. R-82-66 (Item #6) ;
> trrsree ' 4
________________________________________________________________________________________ . - * LOWI E
Q5w R EKNRRRER Rk R hokdeh ek Pel}-:‘s C. HOFFMAN, lIl, etux, : Iltem 6, Cycle | :
e m—memmememoeoemoosoo—oToszoo 739 ORDER FOR APPEAL oPTs titioners
and (3) for the reasons given in the attached statement, a variance from the iollowing sections of 3@ S OPINION i e
the Zoning Law and Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County: > Q@ MR. CLERK: Thi . Lrreess
380 +S 1s an appeal by people's Counsel from a g P 2
J— 23 mEL a decision 2
T , .
1) SEE ATTACHED STATEMENT wap, D §_ ;Q Please enter an appect on behalf of the People's Counsel for Baltimore ©f the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore ¢ CROER TO ENTER APPEARANCE by
A IS . * 9] ] A re County concerning
> = ecren : %_ % 1 County from the Opinion and Order of the Circuit Court for Baltimore County dated rezoning of pProperty from R.C.5 to R.C.2 th 10 the Honorable, Membens of Said Board:
S [ = et * . . . - e L]
= R Gt ity O 4 . preperty being . \ :
;_.:é = o o 1. %*?.i.? _ August 27, 1982, and forward all papers in connection with said case to the Clerk of located on the southeast corner of [, Pursuant to tha outhority contained in Section 524, 1 of the Baltimore County
LS o= vn - = _ ong Green Pike and Glen Arm Cha .
Zw o l}-—*\g & — ,E';: o= ‘s m the Court of Special Appeals of Maryland in accordance with the Maryland Rules, Rcad in the 1llth Election District ‘ rter, | hereby enter my appearonce in this proceeding. You are requested to notify
<::Q - ;_.q ’ iy Ll 3'3_ xC : of i H |
lé‘:;‘".._ ~ 235 \ Al ' 8 o 3 On August 25, 1982 counsel for tn me of any hearing date or dates which may be now or hereafter designated therefore, ot
i PR R EER=S- N Ll ¥ I @ parti
2 % = | w? ST | s & /X,’L M m HJM Cirmn l‘:"“ in open court ang After S p les were heard and of the passage of ~ny preliminary or final Order in connection therewith
; .- - . reading th ; - )
; = : ;dml 'ge”mqw”* | — Lengthy ) g9 e transcript, which wasg rather
] o eople's Counsel for Baltimore Count + And reviewin 1 i
Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by The Baltimore Chunty Code. Ei 4 g all of the exhibits, and in examining the ;Zf ‘ A, )/ Z ' {\ i I '
- . - ; 2 conclusion reached b ' Y T P s e TR IBE T AT P REA RN T SR SRR
I, or we, agree {0 pay expenses of above Re-classification, Special Exception and/or Variance, % » P ) Y the Board upon : . Peter Max Z' nmerman ) : e
p()sting? etc., ugon ﬁlinlg) %f tl{)is petition, and further agree to and are 10 be bound by the zoning i };:,L- - ) P the facts in this case, I Deputy People's Counse! John “{- Hessian, (1)
regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore o ‘ A\ ApMASA Dt A dc¢ not find that the Bcard wa . Pecple’s Counsel for Baltimore County
County. Peter Max Zimmerman ¥ ©rronecus in the interpretation and Am, 223, Court House
H T . T w :
Contract Purchaser: Legal Owner(s): i Deputy People's Counsel o} ‘ finding of facts and conclusions from the f . 4;::;‘&3 yland 21204
N/A LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, IIT ?% Rm, 223, Court House . ci . acts, or in the applica-
e vyttt o b I TmTmTT - * Towson, Maryland 212 on of the law to th . R .
(Type or Print Name) }Pﬁ or Pfg"“;m; % Hyied rylan 04 e facts, as it had before it evidence legally I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 25th day of August, 1981, o copy of the aforegoing
e £ L3 )
e dacr 20N -~ < b sufficient to support its L Ord . '
------------------------------------------ : . : : de er was moiled to ‘Wol la : ; - 1
Signasare Signature /% | HEREBY CERTIFY that on qVA f’&ay of JJ{M# . 1982 3 cision. ce Dann, Esquire, Suite 517 = Chesapecke Building, 305 W,
r—— had r ’ k :
___________ NANCY C. HOFFMAN. ______ . eoeoo- | ' | ™ refore, the decisi Chesopeake Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204, At - '
e TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT (Type or Print Name) a copy of the foregoing Order for Appeal was mailed to Wallace Dann, Esquire, Suite - c ' on of the County Board of Appeals _' e A e orney for Petitioners,
of Baltimore County j
evried C. Heldrrba— ... ‘tar _ Y is AFFIRMED,
T Chyand St T T Sighatured N1 517, Chesapeake Building, Towson, Maryland 21204, | — C\ .
i N “*f‘- L ‘f [ “)‘\ T
Attorngy for Petitioner: % A . ,776 ,j? J$‘w]§ l*m;LLL4~- s
'y ‘ : ‘ uqust 27, 1982 | . , ‘ ' nn W, Hession,
Lace D 2 S 1SS L SO — 5928964 ZaI /L - | - Lt llriyg N
" (f?p%%r_ }Mfggue ‘‘‘‘ Address Phone No. [T H\ Ype gt e s . ‘ff A /
“ Peter Max Zimmerman ) 1liam R. Buchanan, sr. '
W«r . S — Glen Arm. Marylapd 21037 _______ ) N R
> i < . City and State % =~ B
Suite 517 - Chesapeake Building < 5 " =
305 West_Chesapeake AVeDU& .oeo--- Name, address and phone number of legal ownerédcon- I 22 =t S L
Address _ _ tract purchaser or representative to be contact Q{D‘%'ﬁ ” ?’ g i
Towson, Maryland __________ 21204 ___ . Louis C. Hoffman, LIk coooeueo 2 e M @ ™ w
City and State Name }:ﬁ. '_\_-"U < g ! N i 92 : ~
Attorney’s Telephone No.: -.321-0840 _____ Box_203,Glen Arm,Md 221057 592-8964 vE = = { = T 5
Address Phone No. = ' P L R
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1 | | RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION *  BEF G : e i Lo 5 P
= T H : ! : i | RE: Y : ~, W L
A H | from R.C.5 to R.C. 2 Zone ORE THE [~ % ;_ ! RE: igzél‘éog EOE RgCéﬁsglgl(mTION ¥  BEFORE THE | i RE3 PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION ® BEFURE THE /&l i
2 4 i 5 . SE corner Long Green Pik ¥ 1 ve2 Lo R.L. one | from R.C.5 to R.C. 2 Zone P
',% ﬁ | : PP g Hd%, lltg D;s?rict COUNTY BOARDP OF APPEALS % SE corner Long Gre-n Pike " COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS E SE corner Long Green Pike 8 COUNTY BOARD CF APFEALS §
y I ; *  OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 3 & Glen Arm Rd., 1lth District ; & Glen Arm Rd., 1lth District :‘
E i : . ! *  OF BALTIMORE COUNTY . | ¢  OF BALTIMORE COUNTY !
g 3 STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF PETITION LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III, et ux, * Item 6, Cycle 1 s ; f
Lﬁi ﬁ FOR RECLASSIFICATION OF 3.128 ACRES, MOKE OR LESS, | : Petitioners ’ ’ ’ y Lycle k ggzgs_c. HOFFMAN, IIl, et ux, ¥ Item 6, Cycle 1 [ i LJOUIS C. hOFFHAN, III, et ux, * Item €, Cy~nle 1 :
b FORMING THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF | i * i etitioners . Petitioners . *
O i LONG GREEN PIKE AND GLEN ARM ROAD | ! I | E '
o ! o ¥ * * * * * * £E ¥ * * * * * * ? * ¥ # * * * * #* t 2 B # * * % ¥ & » * * ¥ # . " . ® a @ » » 8 » » (] i
There is an error in the map. This tract of land is | SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM | ) SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM ! SULPCENA DUTES 187UV
an unimproved lot comprising 3.128 Acres, more or less, and is i MR. CLERK: MR. CLERK: . MR. CLERK:

i Please issue a subpoena duces tecum to *he following ;

(: u ff :»122%)0551““ |
;rtl‘(r:;/}§/?;Z;Jf

to appear and tectify in the above entitled case and make the

Please issue a subpoena duces tecum to the following

located on the Southeast corner of Long Green Pike and Glen Arm Please 1ssue a subpoena duces tecum to the following

/ person:
M. Rudy Fisher 12/23/2/ Mr. Rudy Fish
12236 Long Green Pike  oa y “isaer
g /Qg 12236 Long Green Pike

Glen Arm, Maryland 21057 Glen Arm, Maryland 21057
L A J
s

pelr3ont

persons

Road. The lot is currently zoned RC-5. The majority of acreage

Mr. George Burton
12032 Glen Arm Road
Glen Arm, Maryland 21057

surrounding the lot, with the exception of a few isolated com-

mercial and manufacturing znnec to the West and North, and two

to appear and testify in the above entitled case znd make the

i RC-5 zones to the West of Long Green Pike, is classified RC-2. to appear and testify in the abové entitled case and make the

same returnable to the County Board of Appeais, Room 218, Court

same returnable to the County Board of Appeals, Room 218, Cours

The legislature has found it necessary to foster conditions fav- same returnable to the County Board of Appeals, Room 218, Court

House, Towson, Maryland 21204, on Thursday, January 14, 1982 at

orable to the continued agricultural use of productive agricul- House, Towson, Maryland 21204, on Thursday, January 14, 1982 at

i House, Towson, Maryland 21204, cn Thursday, January 14, 1982 at
10:00 a.m. the same to continue from day .o day until hearing of |

tural areas of Baltimore County. This particular parcel forms ! L0100 a.;m. the same to comtinue from day to day until hearing of |

10:00 a.m. the same to continue from day to day until hearing of

the case is conecluded. -f/ ' : - / -
| ;f the case is concluded. /. -

Wallace Dann ] H

the tip of a vast stretch of agricultural land and is a natural

é the case is concluded, - l

| location for special exception uses under the RC=-2 classification

such as a farmer's co-op roadside stand because of its proximity |

Wallace Dann

f " " P - ces Suite 517 - Chesapeake Buildi J Wallace Dan
. . h t RC-5 classifica- . pe ul ng i n
/ to the "hub" of the Glen Arm area. The existing clas 305 West Chesapeake Avenue v Suite 517 - Chesapeake Building : ggét§e2:7c;eg:e::i:a::eiztldinS
tion represents an encroachment of residential development upon Towson, Maryland 21204 305 West Chesapeake Avenue N Touson, Mar 1a§d 21204
221_0340 k Towson, Maryland 21204 ! | 321238&0 d ‘
ttorney for the Petitioners . ] * 321-0840 ' | Attorney for the Petitioners

a large area of agricultural land and prevents the type of agri-
5 » gttorney for the Petitioners

cultural use referred to above, even by special exception, there- S .
M. Sheriff: . |

Mr. Sheriff: Me. Sheriffs

by depriving the surrounding farms of a suitably located central
Please issue the above summons, i

olnien, Bd. of Appeals

Please issue the obove summons.

outlet for their produce. The existing RC-5 classification "
Please issue the above summons.

continues the conversion of agricultural land and undermines

rather than supports the agricultural industry which is basjc to
une Hoimen, Bd. of App.als

this area.
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RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION IN THE CiRCUIT COURT

from R.C. 5to R, C, 2 Zone

Southaast corner Long Green Pike

and Glen Arm Road

11th District :

FOR BALTIMORE COUMNTY
AT LAW

LOUIS C, HCFFMAN, i1, et ux, Misc. Docket No. 14

Petitioners

: Folio No, 88
: . R-82-66 (item ¥6
+ Zoning Case No. R-82 (trem 76) : File No, 82-M-83
CRDER

P B Y SN

Upan the foregoing Petition for Extension of Time to File Transcript of

Proceedings, it is hereby ORDERED this day of , 1982, that

the time for filing in Court the transeript of proceedings befo.e the County Board of

Appeals is hereby extended from the 28th day of April, 1982, to and including the

28th day of June, 1982,

JUDGE

D R R
M SN N

1 )

IN THE MATTER & IN THE T
OF THE APPLICATION \

OF LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III, * CIRCUIT COURT AN

ET UX, FOR REZONING OF Soak L
" SOUTHEAST CORNER LONG GREEN # FOR Foak

PIKE AND GLEN ARM ROAD IN AR

THE 11th DISTRICT OF * BEALTIMORE COUNTY

BALTIMORE COUNTY, FROM

R.C. 5 to R.C. 2 ZONE * AT LAW

Zoning Case No. R-82-66 bl Misc. Docket No. 14

(Item #6)

* Folio No. 88

JOHN W. HESSIAN, III, ESQ.,

PEOPLE'S COUNSEL FOR * FILE NO. 82-F-83

BALTIMORE COUNTY, APPELLANT

* * * _ * * % #

MOTION FOR PERMISSION TO FILE ANSWER

Louis C. Hoffman, III and Nancy C. Hoffman, Petitioners
before the Baltimore County Board of Appeals and Appellees
herein, by‘their.attorney, Wallace Dann, moves this Honcrable
Court, for permission to file an answer denying the facts alleged
in the Petition.

For cause the Appellees say as follows:

1. No prejudice has resulted to the Appellant from the
failure of the Appellees to file an answer within 30 days from
the filing of the Petition of Appeal.

2. Appellees became confused in the time sequences by
the filing of the Petition for extension torfile transcript of
'pfoceeding to and including the 28£h day of June, 1982,

3. At no time have the Appellees intended to abandon
their Petition for.reclassification of their property.

4. For such other and further reasons as shall

hereinafter be addressed to the Court.

AND, AS IN DUTY BOUND, etc. @ t~ P
e N
) i ‘:.:"—) = E:‘*
y; ) ok R
/ Lo ng
5(;; | moo5 L
| 72 e e
: G0 The e
ALy T —_— 8 =
Wallace Dann =

Suite 517 Chesapeake B ilding
305 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
301-321-0840

Attorney for Louis C. Hoffman, III
and Nancy C. Hoffman

. _...—-W:;:
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IN THE MATTER
OF THE APPLICATION

OF LOUIS C, HOFFMAN, Il1, ET UX, :
FOR REZONING OF SOUTHEAST

IN THE

-

CIRCUIT COURT

CORNER LONG GREEN PIKE AND : FOR
GLEN ARM ROAD IN THE 11th DISTRICT
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, : BALTIMORE COUNTY
FROMR.C. 510 R,C, 2ZONE
: AT LAW
Zoning Case No. R-82-64 (ltem #6)
: Misc. Docket No. 14
JOHN W, HESSIAN, Iil, ESQ.,
PECPLE*'S COUNSEL FOR BALTIMORE : Folio No. 88
|| COUNTY, APPELLANT o
: File No. B82-M-83

- - - RN - . - - - ] . - [ . -
: H H : : H H H » - - L * [ . - - . * - 11 - -

CERTIFIED COPIES OF PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE

BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

TO THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

And now come William T. Hackett, Keith S, Franz and Leroy B, Spurrier,

constituting the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, and in answer to the Order

I for Appeal directed agalnst them in this case, herewith return the record of proceedings had
in the above entitled matter, consisting of the following certified copies or original papers
on file in the office of the Board of Appeals of Baltimore County:

ENTRIES FROM DOCKET OF BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

No. R-B2=66

Petition of Lovis C, Hoffman, llI, et ux, for reclassification from
R.C. 5 to anR.C, 2 zone, on property located on the southeast corner
of Long Green Pike and Glen Arm Road, 11th District, filed

" March 2, 1981

Crder of Wiiliam T. Hackett, Chairman, County Board of Appeals,
directing advertisement and posting of property = date of hearing set
for September 23, 1981, at 10 a.m.

April 29, 1981 Comments of Baltimore County Zoning Advisory Committee - filed
Planning Board's Recommendations and map
September 2, 1981 Certificate of Publication in newspaper = filed

September 9, 1981  Certificate of Posting of property - filed

September 23, 1981 Ai 10 a.m. heariag held on petition

January 14, 1982 Continued hearing on petition

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

‘ 1. Maryland Rule B9,
2. Maryland Rule 309b,

3. Gerrpe Walter Tcomey, Jr., et al v. Henry J.

Gomeringer, et ux, 235 Md. 456, 201 A.2d 842 (1964),
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this'?T-l-‘ day of June, 1982, a
copy”of‘ the foregoin~ was mailed to Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire,
Deputy People's Counsel for Baltimore County,_ Room 223, Court
[
House, Towson, Maryland 21204,
Pl
/ .
/
Mkm e ——
Wallace Dann ..
-2 -

Louis C. Hoffman, ll, &' ux
Case No. R-82-66

|r March 3, 1982

March 24, 1982

March 29, (982

March 31, 1982

Order of County Boord of 3ppeals GRANTING
parcel from R.C, 510 R,C, 2

Petition to accompany Order for Appeal filed In Circuit Ct. for
Baltimore County

Certificate of Notice sent to all interested parties

tszoning of the wbio'ct

Order for Appeal filed in Cirsuit Ct, for Balto. County by John W,
Hession, Esq., People's Counsel for Balto, County

Vs, 2
Counly 2o Llalll BALTINCRE COUNTY
Couaty
Docket 14 TYolie #n
a— Cone Ko, E?M,

+

NOTITE CF FTLING CF RECIRD

¢4 [ater Mag Tir—ew=gn
Jobn W, Dessian, 11l

- " 1 1
Tovenn, Fd, 212v4

June Folesan
Fail Swp 22C8

Ia accordance with Marylind Rule of Procedure 312, yom are votifled tiat

the record {n the asdove entitled case vas filed oa Jor CELAE L L]

PR

- o e

4 e g

l Record of proceedings pursuant to which said Order was entered and

said Board a. <d are permanent records of the office of the Board of Appeals, and your

respondents respectively suggest that it would be inconvenient and incppropriate to file the

same in this proceeding, but your respondents will produce any and all such rules and regu=

lations whenever directed to do so by this Court.

Respe ctfully submitted,

ne Hoimen }
ounty Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

CC: Wallace Donn, Esg.
Jack Hessian, Esq.

April 5, 1982 Petition for Extension of Time to file Transeript of proceedings
May 5, 1982 Transcript of testimony filed
|
I Petitioner's Exhibit No. 1 ~ Qualifications of Robt, S. Goines
“ “ " 2 = Aerial Photo (in Bd. of Appeals closes)
!
“ * 3 = Plat {in Bd. of Appeals closet) +
" " 4 - Topographica! Map (in Bd. of Appeals *
closet)
" * 5 = Photos of surrounding orea (in Bd, of Appepl,s
closet)
“ ® & - Letter to Gordon Miller from Brooks
' Stafford, dated April 20, 1981
People's Counsel Exhibit A - 1-9, photos of subj site
" " * B - Planning Board Recommendation
May 5, 1982 Record of proceedings filed in Circuit Court for Baltimore County

IN THE MATTER * IN THE
OF THE APPLICATION ' v
OF LOUIS -C. HOFFMAN, I1I, ¥ CIRCUIT COURT
ET UX, FOR REZONING OF
SOUTHEAST CORNER LONG GREEN * FOR v o)
PIKE AND GLEN ARM RUAD IN ”\ﬁ“
THE 11th DISTRICT GF ¥ RALTIMORE COUNTY R
BALTIMORE COUNTY, FROM
R.C. 5 to R.C. ? ZONE # AT LAW
Zoning Case No. R-82-66 ¥ Misec. Doclet No. 14
(Item #6)

* Folio No. 88
JOHN W. HESSIAN, III, IsQ.,
PEOPLE'S COUNSEL FOR * FILE NO. B2-M-83
LALTIMORE COUNTY, APPELLANT
* % [ 2 # #* [ 3 %

ORDER _OF COURT

Upon the aroregoing Motion of Louis C. Hoffman, III and
Nancy C. Hoffman for a longer time to be fixed to file an answer

to the Petition on Appeal, it is bty the Court ihis
June, 1982,

day of

ORDERED that the Motion of Louis C. Hoffman, Il and

Naney C. Hoffman be and the same is granted, and the said answer

shall be filed this date.

JUDGE

— .,
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; IN THE MATTER ¢ IN THE
| OF THE AFPLICATION
| OF LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, 111, CIKCUIT COUKT
il ET UX, FOR REZONIKS OF
f SUUTHEAST CORMER LUNG GFEEN ® FLR
| PIKE AND GLEN AWM %OAD IN R
THE 11th DISTRICT GF s EALTIMCRE CClUNYY v
SALTIMORE COUNTY, FhOM
| R.C. 5 to R.C. 2"zonE ¢ AT Ul
i
: -"if.r' (‘1!,!’ "t."'. }"?.—’? b “4‘.. .. L 2 . . ™
, (:: v .“4}
i _ s Folio Ko, tb
JOEN "W, HESSIAN, 111, ksg.,
PECPLE'S COUNSEL ¥FOR b FILE KO, 82.%.8;
BALTIMORE COUNTY, AFPELLANT
L L L L [ ] & ®

ANSWER TO FETITION ON AFFEAL

Loula C. Hoffman, 111 ang Nance, C. hoffzanm, Petitionera
before the baltimore County board of Appeals arg Appellees
herein, by their attorney, Mallice dann, in arswsr to the

Petition on Appeal S3ay as Jollowrs

l. In answering pacagraphs 1 through 5 of the Fetitioun,

the dppellees ceny the allegations cortained therelt. The teat}-

rony adduced before the Board disclose that there were certain

¢ r——

Speeifle physical facts which were not readily vizftle 4t thre

time of the comprelensive zonlrg: trat trere was teatiacry cn thre

rart of those greparing the Plan thet tlea cristing facts were

i — s

not taken into account; that the council]l failed 1o make provision
fct a trend o need shich existes at the tiae of the comprehen-

sive zoning; and testimony as o cther errors or mistakes which

occurred In connection with the Fian as L effocted the jroperty

under consideration. Tha presuaition of validity accorded te the

’ comprehensive zonlng was therefcre overc(ae,

and esrror or nlstaief
was established by the prodbative tvidence produced, which showed

‘ that the assuxptions or premises relied upon 3y tre councid 2t

tie time of tre L R R N T

‘i N v b ! ""‘ri’-.‘; LR L ira'-llid. a:’" i,’.‘( w e

Bey ACL 4t this tire none « clater In the Perbeg wnbel was

crdered ltecause to 4o 30 would te to sulstitute its fulgacntl for

trat of the Ccunty Evard of Arreals.,

WhERLFCRE, havirg Tully srswired the Felitlon cn Arrezi,

the Appellies pray trat the Croer of the Boare o- Ajpeals, detey
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March 3, 1982 be upheld and that the Petition of *he People's

Counsel for Baltimore County be dispissed.

/ H‘. e PO s
Wallace Dann
Suite 517 Chesapeake Building B
305 West Chesapeake Avenue P
Towson, Maryland 21204 N -
301-321-0840

Attorney for Louls C. Hoffman, III
and Nancy C. Hoffman

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING &

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 7;38 day of June, 1982, a
copy of the foregoing was mailed to Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire,
Deputy People's Counsel for Ealtimore County, Rooun 223, Court

House, Towson, Maryland 21204,

t‘]—Z‘L Lo, . yw__,_\_ J—

Wallace Dann

4_,_,.
i

P
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Rudolph Fischer, a custom homa builder who lived in the area, also
suggested that there would be no retail value in a house, and it was error not to
zone it agricultural, (T, 57-65)

Jolin H, Kempske, a neighbor, testified in favor of the reclassification,
and said it would not adversely offect the neighborhood (T. 65-67) He admitted that
he liked his house and intended to stay there; thcﬁ a neighbor had recently purchased
a house nearby for over $30,000; and that all the septic systems in the area were
functioning. (T. 67-69) |

G. Richard Curran, County Agricultural Agent, was familiar with the
applicant's orchard operation, and over objection, favored the specific use of a market.
(1. 70-80) He said the property could also be harvested for timber, and that crops
would be a possibility,

For the Appellant, planner James Hoswell again described the wooded site
and neighborhood, includiry the zoning (T. 84-87):*

Intersection

Southeast quadrant: Subject site R.C, 5; R.C, 2 to the
sovth_opd east, . : }
.Southwesr corner: R,C, 5, with homes.
% Northwest comer: industrial zoning, with res:dences, a post office,
and a lumberyard,
Northeast comer: R.C. 5 and Residential-office zoning, witha
lawn and homes; and industrial zoning further north, with Grumman,
The topography is not severe, (T, 88)

He recounted that in 1976, in the course of comprehensive zoning of the

newly enacted rescurce conservation classifications, the parcel was zoned R.C, 5

*The Planning Board recommendation (Exh. B} includes a 1"=1000" scale zoning E
map, attached bereto,

REQUEST FOR HEARING b

Mr. Cloerk:

Please set the above-cntitled matter for hearing before
the Court on its merits of the appeal,

V/ (/,/’"
\\///
N
Wallace Dann
Suite 517 Chesapeake building
305 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204
301-321-0840

Attorney for Louis C., Hoffman, III
and Nancy C. Heffman

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I HEKEBY CERTIFY, that on this'7233 day of June, 1982, a
copy of the foregoing was mailed to Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire,

Deputy People's Counsel for Baltimore County, Room 223, Court

t
‘,.d‘l £ A4 -M‘\———-—““—“—’

Wallace Dann

House, Towson, Maryland 2120L.

IN THE MATTER . % IN THE , :
OF THE APPLICATION ' Ly
OF LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III, ¥ CIRCUIT CCURT = | o 7 .
ET UX, FOR REZONING OF . T
SOUTHEAST CORNER LONG GREEN ® FOR ol
PIKE AND GLEN ARM ROAD IN - rae
THE 11th DISTRICT OF ¥ BALTIMORE COUNTY AR
BALTIMORE COUNTY, FROM AR
R.C. 5 to R.C. 2 ZONE ¥ AT LAW
Zoning Case No. R-B2-66 * Misc. Docket No. 14
(Item #6)
* Folio No. 88

JOHN W. HESSIAN, III, ESg., '

|| PEOPLE'S COUNSEL FOR = # FILE NO. 82-M-83
BALTIMORE COUNTY, APPELLANT
] * * * * ] *
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becguse of the residential uses on three corners of the intersection. In 1980, the
County Council retained the R,C, 5. Neither the men propeiiy owner nor the
planning staff made it a specific issue, (T. 95-96)

Turning to the zoning classifications in issue: R.C. 5 (existing) and
R.C, 2 (requested), Hoswell compared the permitted uses, (T. 97-101) He stated
that both classifications permit farming, orchards, or residential use. Moreover,
the permitted residential density turns out to be the same for the subject property.
As to roadside stands, R.C. 2 permits farmers cn-op roadside stands as well as
ord.inury roadside stands accessory to individual farms. R.C, S permits only the
latter . A number of other uses are permitted in both zones (regulations attached).

iC.oncluding, Hoswell opined that the existing zoning was appropriate,

(T. 101-02)

ARGUMENT

Before any property is reclassified, the Board of Appeals must find a
substantial change in the neighborhood or error in the last classification, and that
the prospective reclassification is warranted by the change or error, Baltimore
County Code Sec, 2-58.1{j){1)-(2}. Since Appellee electad not to proceed with
a specific proposed u;e ur.\der' Sec. 2-5‘8..1{|), all potential uses must be cénsidered.

In order to overcome the comprehensive zoning established by the County
Council, the property owner must produce strong eviden:ze of error, Error can be
established by showing that the assumptions or premises relied upon by the Council
were invalid; that the Council Faileg to take into account then existing facts,

nrojects, or trends; and/or that subsequent events prove the Council's initial premises

to be incorrect. Howard Coum v. Dorsey, 292 Md, 351 (1982); Boycs v. Sembly,

25 Md, App, 43 (1975).
There was no error here, Tha presumption is thet the Council was we!l
aware of the rural Glenarm intersection and sensibly classified the southeast {as well

as the wouthwest) corners R, C, 5, peimitting residential, form, and other uses.

L I e

RE: PETITION FOK RECLASSIFICATION
from R,C, Sto R.C, 2 Zone

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

i

Southeast comer Long Green Pike : FCR BALTIMORE COUNTY
ond Glen Arm Road '
t1th District : A7 AW

LOUIS C, HOFFMAN, I, et ux, :

Petitioners

Misc. File No. 82-M-83

. Zoningt)Cos': No. R-82-66 (Item #6)

& a8 s oa
Por s s

APPELLANT'S MEMORANDUM

People's Counsel for Baltimore County, Appellant, files the following Memorandum.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On March 3, 1982, the County Board of Appeals grantsd Appellee's request
for zoning 1eclassification from R.C. 5 {rural residential} to R.C. 2 (agricultural), The
property, 3.10 acres, is locuted at the southeast corner of Glen Arm Road and Long Green
Pike, in the northeastsm sector of Baltimore County.

The basis of this appeal is that the County Council committed no error in the
1933 C aprehensive Zoning process and provided for reasonable land use at this rural
intersection, in harmony with the character of the neighborhood. The potential uses under
existing zoning, such as for a residence or orchard, are, with almost no differences, the
same uses permitted under the requested zoning. Compare Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations (BCZR) 1A01 and 1A04. Moreover, as applied to this lot, the permitted residential
density works out to ,wo lots under sither classification, There was some testimony that soil
percolation or wuter problems might prevant more than one building lot; but no definitive
test was performed. In any event, the problem would exist equally under either zoning
class.fication,

Petitioner offered testimony, over objection, of a desire to use the property as
9 farmers' co-operative roadside stand, one of the aw uses allowed in R,C. 2 b it not in
R.C. 5. See BCZR 1A01.C.7. Pursvant to Baltimore County Code Section 2-58. 1{1)-(n),

and the Board's interprefation, such evidence was irrelevant because of Appellee's election

-5-

The applicant purchased the propeity for 536,000.30';in 1981, He
complains about its unsuitability for residential use and possible percolation problems,
but has never applied for, or been denied, a building permit. In any event, the
permitted uses were shown 1o be substantially similar under the existing und requested
zoning. The zoning law does not assure that every piece of property is ideally suited
12 eveiy permitted use, but merely that some reasonable use is feasible,

Here, it came down to the point that the property owner wanted a
farmers' co-op roadside stand, ons pf the few uses ﬁermitted in R.C, 2 but not
R.C. 5. But the applicant's preference for a particular or unique use is not proof
of error, especially where the reclasification is considered on an “open plat.®

In finding error based on the suggested unsuitability of the property

for residential use, the Board of Appeals overlooked the speculative nature of the testimony

and, more importantly, that the requested and existing zoning classifioutions include
identical provisions for residential, a5 well as vaany other, uses. In other words, if the
property were zoned R.C, 2, the property owner could make the same complaint as to
residential use. The poinr is that the quality of the site as a building lot is irrelevant

to the zoning,

As in Howard County v. Dorsey, supra, at 365, the evidence was

insufficient to make the question of error fairly debatable, The conclusion that
the property was unsuitable for residential use was not supported by adequate reasons
or facts aad was, moreover, irrelevont to the specific zoning iau;. There was no
evidence that the property owner was deprived all reasonable use of his property.
Finally, there was no evidence to show thc;f the Council was unaware of the readily
visible physical characteristics and location of the property, or that its initial
premises were incorrect,

Not only did the applizant faii to show error, but al:o to preduce evidence
that the requested zoning was vaironted by the error. Indeed, it would be odd to argue

that R.C. 2 zoning, so similar to R.C. 5 in this context, is nacessary to correct a

serious error,

et
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16 proceed on an “ooen plat, ™ without dasignation of 0 wecific propoved ure.

Tha law provides for a™1pecitic uie™ option only if the applicont files
3 detailed deicription of the plan and an environmenicl impoct statement, ard
agrees thereby to be limited 10 the uie requested. Thit the Appellee did not do,

in any event, the administrative reclanificarion process was “ot derigned

for property owners 1o procure uwes which happen to meer theiz idiosynciatic prelerences,

n the nature of “spot® zoning by patition,

STATEMENT OF FACTS

Robert Gaines, o 1eal evtate broker, deicribed the villoge of Glen Arm,
He noted the houses on hals acre lots, the industry to the north, and agriculture to
the ea.t ond west, He did not believe it would be profitable to build o 1eiidence on

the subject property, particularly unaer current economic conditions in which "a lot

of builders are simply not making it.” (1. J0) But he aumitred thet & residence could

be built and dr cribed fifteen existing dwellings in the immediate ncighborhood.,
(T. 30-36, 40) As it wos put,

'Q (By Ms, Zimnarman) In ony event, you have got houses near
each of the four ccrners of the intenection, is that cbnoc'; in othar words,
north and south of Glen Arm Rood, and east ond west of Long Green Pike?

"A Correct,”

Gaines suggested thukt fhc ﬁmperly would be limited 1o ona mptic system near the
south side of Glen Arm Rood, (T. 43-45) but o letter from :he Baltimore County
Health Department stated no such restriction, (T. 44) As to agricultural wie, Goines
found no adverse effect on the ares,

Louis Hoffman, the property owner and orchardist, had purchosed the

property in February, 1981 for $36,000, Cwver objection, he stoted his intent to

use the property as a farmers' co-op market, (T, 49-50) He also described the

neighborhood, and thought that only one house could be built there, He acknowledged

that the existing zoning pﬁrmi"ed an oichard, (T, 56)

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the comprehensive zoning should be wntained,
the piecemeal reclastification petition denied, ond the Order of the County Board of

Appeals dated March 3, 1982 jeversed,

):/i_f t‘)‘ 1‘4&0.- le

J rl. Hession, 11§
PeopJe's Counsel for Boltimore County

nﬁ? N;:.. Zbkmf-'hv; ~

Peter Max Zimmerman
Deputy People's Counsel
Rm, 223, Court House
Towson, Marylond 21204
494-2188

| HEREBY CERTIFY thct o copy of the foregoing Appellant's Memorandum
was nailed to Wallace Dann, Esquire, Suite 517, Chesapeake Building, Towwon,

4 .
Maryland 21204, this is_doy of June, 1982.
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: ' . From R.C.5 to R.C.2 Zone . CIRCUIT COURT and Glen Arm Road * AT LAW ;
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Plff'sAtty Southeast cornerd!..ong Green Plke‘ . igRLi“;L TMORE COUN'I’!. 1l1th District | LGUIS €. HOFFMAN, 111, e ux 8-82-66 1
ClerkGO.OO RE: PETITION FOR RECIASSIFICATICON Peter Max immerman ] and Glt.an A:_:m Roa | ) i j
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N ” o (VPINION This is an appeal by People's Counsel from a decision March 3, 1982 Order of the Board GRANTING the rezoning B
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‘ ‘ ‘ Baltimore County b
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R R P BALTI MORE COUNTY ZONING PLANS ADVISORY COMMITTEE Lo N otfaen, III et ux | i"ﬁ‘! OWSCN, MARYLAND 2204 E |
gl T B e I . Reclassification Petition . e
T et c. R el April 29, 1981 ’ I DACIon T B E March 31, 1981 % o
BALTIMOR.- COUNTY counTy OFFICE BLDG. wallace Dan., Esguire ' M . F
;é&=2"c3:§§?2526 2¥§5‘ igétﬁ 17, Chesap:&jake Bullding : ' If you have any questions concerning the enclosed comments, C;;if-;;zersié (I;enf:e;,‘ Jr:
5 VWest Chesapeake Avenue : 404-3391 Notice of the specific ! rd ol Arpea.s
Towson, Maryland 21204 : please feel free to contact me at . ] 3 Court House
@00 hearing date, which will be between September and Decemoer ¢f 1581, . Towson, Maryland 21204
" Nicholas B. Corwodari RE: Item No. 6 (Cycle 1 ~ April=- will be forwarded to you in the future. * ’
Chairman Octouber, 1981) by ' N Re: Item #6 (Cycle I = ril-October 1961
: Petitioner-Louis C. Hoffman III. Very truly yours, . Property Owner: W Nancy C. l,ioffn-.n. 111
1 et ux S AR S i S/E corner Lonj Green Pike & Glen Ars Wi,
MEMBERS _ , Relcassification Petition /,-, ’,i,_-f‘-{lu "k-:C £ i / - ‘ ' . Existing Zoning: R.C. 5
- sureau of | i NICHOLAS B CommannRr T ; Proposed Zoning:s R.C. 2
| ERgineering Dear Mr. Dann: ¢ ; ) ’ ‘ y Acres: 3.1 Districts 1ith
Department of £ . Cha}rman ) . . : -
Traffic Engineering This reclassification petition has been timely filed wita ! - Zoning Plans Advisory Committee ¢ Dear Mr. Reiter:
= girate Roads Commission § the Board of 2ppeals for a public hearing within the 1lst 1980- | . ‘
Bureau af 84 zoning cycle. : NBC:eoh Th? following comments are furnished in regard to the plat sulmittad to thi'i. office
Fire Prevention ‘ : S for review by the Zoning Advisory Committee in connection with the subject itea.
peslth Department The petition has been reviewed by the 2oning Office as to Enclosures .
form and content aand has also been reviewed by the Zoning Plans ° . ﬁ Highways:
Project Planning Advisory Committee. _ - -¢ge: E. F. Raphel and Associates ‘ . L
building Department : . : 201 Courtland Avenue "}i ) Glen Arm kuoad and Long Green Pike, exirting public roads, are proposed to be
Board of Education The review ard enclosed comments from the Committee are = : Towson, Maryland 21204 i1 improved in the future, as 40-foot closed section roadways on 60-foot rights-of-way,
: intended to provide you and the Board of Appeals with an insight: . £y with fillet areas for sight distance at their intersection,
Zoning Administration as to conflicts or problems that could arise from the requested : File t?
Industrial reclassification or uses and improvements that may be specified : : _ The.entrance locationg ara subject to approval by the Department of Traffic
Developnant as part of the reguest. They are not intended to indicate the , Engineering, and shall be constructed in accordance with Baltimore County Standards
appropriateness of the zoning action requested. . and Specifications.
If it has been suggested that the petition forms, i Sediment Control:
descriptions, briefs, and/or site plans be amended so as to : L
reflect better compliance with the zoning regulations and % Development of this property through stripping, grading and stabilization could

result in a sediment pollution problem, damaging privats and public holdings Sownstream
of the property. A grading permit is, therefore, necessary for all grading, including
‘. the stripping of top soil. & : '

commenting agencies' standards and policies, you are requested
to review these comments, make you own judgement as to their
accuracy and submit the necessary amendments to this office
before May 29th. In the event that any requested amendments

o .
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required. Contiguous properties to the east and scuth are
zorned R.C. 2, while R.C. 5 zoned land, improved with dwellings, °
exist to the west across Long Green Pike. _ | !

g e

are not received prior to this date, the petition will be ¢ 4 orm Dralins:
advertised as iginally subr.itted. ' . - i '
| d origin b I i . . {z The Petitiox_ler must provide necessary drainage facilities (temporary or permanent)
_— Because of your clients' proposal to rezone this vacant : : i zzni’:z:e::i“ea;mg ;nl’ nuisances or damages to adjacent properties, especially by the
SR wooded site, located at the southeast corner of long Green t f impro r grc:t;i.:g ::‘i;;o‘;:eﬁ;ug:'“t“’: :f hay P!’;"blil;i&ich may result, due to
1 i i ig ; i per tion o ainage fac 8, would be the full
Pike ar.d Glen Arm Road, to an R.C. 2 zone, this hearing 1 ; § res ibility of the Peti er. ’

Particular attention should be afforded to the comments of .
the Health Department. :
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CASE NO.__82-11-83 (13) Aug. 27, 1982 Opinion & Order of Couxt that the uecision of thé
County Board of Appeals of Daltimore County is ATFIRMED fd. (WRB)

Item #6 (Cycle I - April-October 1981)
property Owner: Louis C. & Nancy C. Hoffman, IIX

Page 2 BALTIMORE CLUNTY

March 31, 1381 %&Cs%r?i L@.EMING A:;% ZONING batimore county .
, MARYLAND 21204 emr . anei : [
Water and Sanitary Sewer: 494-3911 e partment of kraffic engineering ?_.,,.,g“
TOWSGN, MARYLAND 21204 .
NORMAN E. GERBER {301} 494-3550 !

e RN TR . Va1 R AP A R T e
PNt I i L

Fa“lic water supply and sanitary sewarage are not available to serve this property,
wanich is beyond the Baltimore County Metr politan District and the Urban~Rural
Demarcation Line. Baltimore County Water and Sewerage Plans W and S-11A, as amended,
indicate "No Planned Service" in this area,

DIRECTOR

STEPHEN .. COLLINS
DIRECTOR

April 14, 1981
Very truly yours,

é),z: March 20, 1981
= é % = Mr. Walter A, Reiter, Jr., Chairman

BERT A, MORTON, P.E., Chie Board of Appeals
Bureau of Public Services Room 219 = Court House
Mr. Walter A. Reiter, Jr.

RAM: EAM:FWR:Ss Towson, Maryland 21204 Chairman, Board of Appeals
: Office of Law
Dear Mr. Reiter: Courthouse

cc: dJack Wimbley
Towson, Maryland 21204

Q-NW Key Sheet Comments on ltern #6, Zoning Cycle 1, April, 1981, are as follows:
57 NE 23 & 24 Pos. Sheets
NE 15 F Topo

Item No. 6 — ZAC meeting of March 16, 1981
P operty Owner: Louis C. & Nancy C. Hoffman, III
location: SE/Corner long Green Pike & Glenarm Road

Property Owner: Louis C und Noncy C, Hoffmon, III

53 Tax Map Lc ation: SE/comer Lon i
: g Creen Pike & Glenom Road Sati inge
Existing Zoning: RC-5 Existing Zom..ng. R. C. 5
Proposed Zoni : Proposed Zoning: R. C. 2
A posed Zoning: RC-~2 Acres: 3.1
cres: 3.1 . District: 1llth
District: 11th
. Dear Mr. Reiter:
This office has reviewed rhe subject petition and offers the following comments. These comments . . . C .
are not Intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zening in question, but are to ossure that the N:tg . m, traff;c J RC g.t.lt;gnnészantlmpabed by
:” parties are made aware of plans or problems with regard to development plans that may hove a 3 3 ge irom y
eo i : .
ring on this pet’ ... This site may have access problems due to the narrow
- roads, limited sight distance and grades.
If the petition is granted o detailed site plan must be cpproved before ony proposed
development may commence. Very truly yours,
Very truly yours, y | ( = -
'y . . C Michael S, Flanigan
Wm az Wbrm/é"’“? Engineer Associate II
John L, Wirbley . MSF/bza
Planner 11 :
Current Planning and Developr :nt
s . - W - # L AR TR - —
ittty p— - &
] . . . m i
7)) DALTIMORE COUNTY . . > BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
; 2\ BALTIMORE COUNTY . M ' . T
wawns” | DEPARTMEMT OF HEALTH : ¥/ TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 ) . —~ o
R B S i : INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE O OO .
11/ TOWSON MARNAND 21204 - 8257310 o BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBRLIC SCHCOLS o
DONALD J ROOP, M.D. MPH -- PAUL H. REINCKE : : o , , (fe. walter Reiter
DEPUTY STATE & COUNTY HEALTH OFFICER April 2, 1981 ' . CHIEF March 19, 1951 , TO o Board of Appealc Chajrman __ Date______ Mar 91'1__2_1,__19@_1. ____________ Robert Y. Dubel, Superintendent Towsan, Maryland — 21204
- . ' ¥r, Charies E. Burnhem g
Nr, William Hammand cc: Walter Reiter FROM Plans Review Chief - Permits and Licenses Date: March 23, 1981 :
Zoning Commissioner Chairman of Board of Appeals { ~ nhmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmIITIT
Office of Planning and Zoning : . Crele I - 1981
Baltimore County Office Building . ' : SURJECT e e e e e Mr. Walter Reiter
Mr. Walter Reiter, Chairman Towson, Maryland 21204 : ' . ) RE: Cycle Zoniug March 24, 1981 Chairman, Board of Appeals
Board of Appeals . ’ : : . Baltimore County Office Building
Office of Planning and Zoning Attention: Nick Commodari, Chalrman : - PROPERTY OWNELt: Louls ¢ & Nancy C, Hoffman, III - 1111 West Chesapeake Avenue
County Office Building ' Zonirg Plans Advisory Committee : LOCATIONs S/& Corner Long GreerOPike and Glenarm Road Towson, Maryland 21204
Towson, Maryland 21204 . ; Lo ) , ' ; EXISTING ZONING: R.C, §
8" - RB: Property Owner: Louis C, & Nancy C. Eoffman, III . , . - : P PRCPOSED ZONING: R.C. 2 : Zoning Cycle #1 March 16, 1981
Dear Mr. Relter: ' " : ' : , . , ACRES: 3.1 _
¢ Locations SE/Corner Long Green FPike & Clenarm Road S DISTRICT: 11th . RE: Item No: 6 _
Comments on Cycle I, #¢, Zocing Advisory Committee Meeting o - : . : Property Owner: Louis C. § Nancy C. Hoffman, IIl
March 16, 1981, are as follows: Item No.: : 6 Zoning Agenda: Meeting of Merch 16,1981 : ITEM NO. 6 Location: SE/Corner Long Green Pike § Glenarm Rd.
‘ ’ _ Present Zoning: R.C, 5
Property Owner: Louis C. & Nancy C. Hoffpan, IIL Centlemen: Applicent shall acquire permits for any improvements to the site, Proposed Zoning: R.C. 2
Location: SE/Corner Long Green Pike & Glenarm Road : : sufficient plans, other data shall be provided to allow for the processing
Existing Zoning: R.C. 5 Pursuant to your reguest, the referenced property has been surveyed by this . . of this permit. School Situation
Proposed Zoning: R.C. 2 kY Bureau and the comments below marked with an "X" are applicable and required g .
Acres: 3.1 i to be corrected or Incorporated into the final plans for the pr.perty. .- & hool Enroliment Capacity uver/Under
District: 11th ; : Fhe ‘
e ‘ : {f ) 1. F.iie hydrants for the referenced property are fegui:ed and shall be
The proposed building st;:czure will :e 9‘-‘;"3‘1 by 3 s:wigetﬁisgzsaits i located at intervals or feet along an approved road in Comment: Acreage too small to have an effect on student population.
system and water well, Soil percolation tests have Deen cOnduciec, su 4 accordance with Baltimore County Steundards as published by the
o'yf whichk will be valid for a period of 3 years from the date of the approval ; . Department of Public Works. y P v
letter. A water well must be drilled, meeting all requirements as set forth E
by the Baltimore County Department of Health and State of Maryland Department ;% () 2. A second means of vehicle access is required for the site.
of Mental Health and Hygiene. p X
e : ( ) 3. The vehicle dead end condition shown at NOTE: All ccmments are based on date provided on site plan and data
Prior to occupancy of the Luilding, a bacteriological water sample f‘é provided by ‘he Zoning Advisory Committee. .
dt -1fy the potability of the water supply. ’ iy S - L Commente in many cases camnot be more specific or advisory due
must bf’ collected to verily the y I 2 .~ EXCEEDS the maximum allowed by the Fire Department. T to the lirited ini'ormation, : _ Student Yield With: Existing Proposed
The zoning plen as submitted, does not contain sufficient information; = . - oiEe : o - N . . TR - . _ | - - . _ 7_ Zoning And Zoning
therefore, the Balt?.mﬂre County Departl;ent of Health cannot make complete com-— M . () 4. The site shall e made to comply with all applicable parts of the .~ b - .. : . ' é ;7 : N e Cn R s
ments : o Fire Prevention Code prior to occupancy or beginning of operation. o . : _ : : d _ . _ : Elementary _ : _ _
i - a - | - : f : Charles E. Burnhem - - .
Ver uly /SOurp, , - [ G T The buildings and structures existing or proposed cn the site shall ' e Plens Review Chief Junicr High
’ . ' comply with all applicable requizements of the National Fire Protection o : _ '
Association Standard No. 101 *Life Safety Code®, 1976 Bdition prior ‘ CEB:rrj ' Senior High
* to occupancy. ' : DRI ' CC: Nick Commodari
Tan J, Forpést, Director ¥ : - : e . . | |
IJF:ugt BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES : . { ) 6. Site plans are spproved, asg drawn, o Lo e - : 7 _ o : Very truly yours
_ (X¥ 7. 7he Fire Prevention Bureau has no camments,, at this tim? U o _ . : L‘-Zué ad.wé '
v 9&5" : : wm, Nick Petrovich, Assistant
Noted and ntat L/, é{”/” A M '
- Approved: ‘/j /7 / ' Department of Planning
; Fire Prevention Bureau . WNP/bp
;
; .
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3] Lo BALTIMORE COUNTY
"Ef%‘ OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING September 17, 1981
"YW/ TOWSON. MARYLAND 21204
:

WILLIAM E. HAMMOND
ZONING COMMISSIONER

Wallzce Dann, Esquire

Suite 517 « Chesapeake Building
365 W, Chesapeake Avenues
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Petition for Re-classification
SE/cor. of Lerg Greon Pike & Glen Arm Rd,
Louls C. Hoffman, I, Et Ux « Petitioners
Cage §R~B2+66

Dear Mr. Dann:

This is to advise you that $70.50 is due for advertising and

posting of the above property.

Please make check payable to Baltimore County, Maryland, and remit to
Karen Riegel, Room 113, County Office Building, Towson, Maryland 21204

before the hearing.
Ver)[" uly (your
-
Y=

WILLIAM E, HA
Zoning Commissioner

WEH:Kk1r

b a Tl i

R

" LOCATION:

EY TITION FOR RE- CLASSIFICEHION

11th DISTRICT

ZONING: Petition for Re-classification

Southeast cornar of Long Gr een Pike and Glen Arm Road

DATE &TIME: ‘Wednesday, September 23, 195l at 10:00 AL M.

PUBLIC HEARING: Room 218, Courthouse, Towson, Maryland

The County Board of Appeals for Baltimore County, by authority of the Baltimore
County Charter, will hold a public hearing:

Present Zoning: R.C, 5
Proposed Zoning: R.C,2

All that parcel of land in the Eleventh District of Baltimore Ccunty

: Be.ing the property of Louis C. Hoifman, III, et ux, as shown on plat plan filed with

the Zoning Depariment

Hearing Date: Wednesday, September 23, 1981 at 10:00 A. M.
Public Hearing: Room 218, Courthouse, Towson, Maryland

BY OKRDER OF
WILLIAM T, HACKETT, CHAIRMAN
COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

CF BALTIMORE COUNTY

BALTIMORE COUNTY

OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING
TOWSON, M YYLAND 21204 [
464-3353

WILLIAM E. HAMMOND

ZONING COMMISSIONER
Gctober 5, 1681}

Wallace Dann, Esquire '
Sulte 517, Cheaapeake Building Cea '
305 W. Chepageake Avenue - '
Towson, Maryland 21204
RE: Petition for Re-classification
SkE/correr Long CGreer. Pike & Glen Arin Rd,
Case fR-862-66 ~ Item #6
Louis C. Hofiman, 10, et ux - Petitioners

Dear M . Danu:

This is to advise that £51. 31 is due for the 2rd full page add of
the cycle 1 billing. You have already been billed for the lst full page add as well
as for the individual posting and advertising of this property. All bills must be paid
before an order ia issued. This is your final bill,

Please make check payable to Baltimore County, Maryland, and remit to
Karen Riegel, Room 113, County Office Building, Towson, Maryland, 21204, as
soon as possible,

Very truly yours,

William E., Hammond
Zoning Cormmunissioner

WEH:klr

J e e T e . - e —m ———— —————

OFFiCL B2%-390a

e

E. F. RAFPhCL & ASSOCIATES
Repistered Professional Land Suroeyors
201 COURTLAND AVENUE
TOWSON. MfRYLAND 21204

February 27, 1931

RESIDEINCE; 7714802

‘Description to Accompany Petition for Reclassification
Property of Louis C. Hoffman III and Wife

'BEGINNINC FOR THE SAME at the intersection formed »y the centerline

of Long Green Pike and the centerline of Glen Arm Road, running thence
and binding on the Eenterline of Long Green Pike South 30 dagrees 19
minutes 55 seconds West 277.82 feet, thence leaving said road and run-
ning South 43 degrees 23 minutes 35 seconds East 23,72 feet, South

85 degrees 36 minutes 35 seconds East 103.07 ffet, South 70 degrees

49 minutes 45 seconds East 59.53 feet, South 17 degrees 42 minutes

35 seconds East 33.41 feet, South 71 degrees 47 minutes 35 sccoids

West 15.56 feet, North 63 degrees 59 minutes 3£ seconds West 60.00 )
feet, North 85 degrees 36 minutes 35 seconds West 114.65 feet, North
43 degrees 23 mniutes 35 seconds Wesé 26.54 feet to the centerline of
Long Green Pike, binding on said Pike South 30 degrees 19 minutes 5%
seconds West7120.60 feet, theﬁce leaving Long Green Pike and running'
North B4 degrees 08 minutes 10 seconds East 525.31 .‘.’eet' and North

42 degrees 50 seconds 00 minutes East 254.12 feet to the center of Clen
Arm Road, running theﬁce binding thereon North 79 degrees 53 minutes

00 seconds West 104.00 feet, North 76 degrees 33 minutes 00 seconds Hest
100.00 feet, North 75 degfees 40 minutes 00 seconds West 100.00 {cet,

orth 70 degrees 35 minutes 00 seconds West 100.00 feet and North <0

degrees 19 minutes 20 seconds West 92.95 feet to the place of beginnirg.

CONTAINING 3.1 acres of land, more or less. .
BEING the vroperty of Louis C. Hoffman III and wife.

£ o
. - P il . \I'_': (3 ‘
Eugene F. Raphel ' GOSNl .. el s
Reg. Prof. Land SuNeyor ;N it ,.’Nv.-
g eawine S

A
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Mal we Do
ATVTIMINEY AND COUNBELLDM AT 1AW :t’
LT E BV P Q

Ty SAFG ANE B D
SO0 WS PT Crll BAPRARY AvEin g

"OWSON. MARvLAD §00de

L

T8O 38 D040

ASSOaY B®
Roass L. L ovy
Maveeowd V. Riarmews

July 22, 1981

D3 A e R e mees ey ek M e

Ms, Karen Riegal

Room 113, Councty 0Zfice Bldg,

Towson, Maryland 21204 RL:r Item No, & =~ Cycle No. 1

Petiticrer = louis C. Hoffran,
111, et al

RFeclassificaticon Petiticn

Deer Ms. Riegel:

In accordance with Mr. William E, Hammond's lettar S

to me of June JOth, enclosed you will find my client's check in the
amount of $77.15.

\'cr}rﬁ’ truly

/

’

oGrs, i

NYoilany AQC e — -
WALLACE DANN
WD/ gab
Enclosure
byt 23, 1951
Devid Leyton, taq. :
Towson, Md. 21204
. ' Res Lowis C, Haifram, {7 and
Deor Me, Loylom Newey C, Hoffaw, hoe e
For our telophone corvencilen of tocay, k. lhucaett
. has agreed 1o grant an entersbon of tisw 3 Fept, 7, 1721, lor Ne. Donm
to repdy 1o his letter re the cora cose.
Very trely youn,
" f "‘,,r.,/;. / - 5
. SID NPy, S8 TUAY
# ""-
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iTEN NO.O

PROPERTY OWNER: Louis €. and Noncy C. Hoffman,lil
LOCATION: S/E cotner of Long Green Pike and Glenarm Road

ELECTION DISTRICT: 11 s
COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT: . GEOGRAPHICAL GROUP:  Nene

ACREAGE; 3.0

RECOMMENDED DATE OF HEARING: Week of September 21, 1981 FUNCTIONAL CATEGORY: None

—-'-") *
ZONING PRIOR TO ADOPTION OF 1980 COMPREHENSIVE ZONING MAP:  R.C.5
EXISTING ZONING: R.C. 5
REQUISTED ZONING: R.C. 2

PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATION: Ratain Existing Zoning (R.C. 5)

This vacant, wooded troct of land is located on the southeost corner of Long Green Pike and Glenam Rood.
On the southwest ond northeast corner of this intersection ore single-fomily dwellings on R.C., 5 zoned lend;
on the northwest comer, o single-fomily dwelling on land zoned M.L.-C.R.; to the south ond east R.C,
zoned lond. The petitioner is requesting e changs from R, C. 5 to R. ™. 2 zoning and has chosen to submit

plans that do not show o proposed use of the proparty,

Prior ta the adoption of the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning Map, the subject property wos zoned R. €. 5. The ]
zoning of the site was not identified os a specific issue before either the Planning Board or the County Council
during the preparation ond processing of the map. The County Council reoffirmed R.C. 5 zoning here,

The Planning Board believes that the existing zoning is appropriate ond that the zoning map is correct, The
R.C. 5 zoning classific.tion provides for o reasonable use of the site; residentiol development here would be
in keeping with the existing devalopment on the other three comen of the interection of Long Green Pike ond

Glenarm Rood,

It is therefore recommended that the existing zoning, R. C. 5, be retained.

FIRST HEARING DATE - SEPTEMBER 23, 1981 - WEDNESDAY

[

CONTI!NUED ON - , NOVEMBER 17, 1981 at lO:@Oc.m_.ﬂwﬂT
N L FT
- O);"‘F:f Tl

12/9/81 - Notices sent for CONTINUED HEARING set for THURSDAY, JANUARY 14, 1982 ot 10 a.m.

¥ellace Bann, Esquire August 26, 1981
Suite £17 « Chesapeake Building
JC5 West Chesapeake Avaonue

Towson, Maryland 21204

NOTICE OF HEARING

-
RE: Petitlon for Re~Classification

Southeast corner of Long Green Pike & Glen Arm Road

Louls C, Hoffinan, 111, Et. Ui
Case # R-82-66

TIME:

1U: U0 A M,

DATE:

Wedneaday, Sepreniber 23, L6k at 10:00 A, M,

PLACE: Room 218, Courthouse, Towson, Maryland

L4
el
’

cc: Mr, and Mrs., Louls C. Hoffnwan

494-3180

County Bozrd of Appesls

Room 212, Court House
Towson, Moryland 21204

EIOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT

OF CONTINUED HEARING FkOM 9/23/81

NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND SUFFICIENT
REASONS . REQUESTS FOR POSTPONEMENTS MUST BE IN WRITING AND IN
STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH BOARD RULE 2(b). ABSOLUTELY NO POSTPONE-
MENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF SCHEDULED HEAR-
ING DATE IN ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2(c), COUNTY COUNCIL BiLL # 108~

Dox 203 :
Glen Arm, Maryland 21057 Didbnon. 1. Ihack ,A/D
Will:zam 2. Hackett, Chairman
County Board of Appeals
494-3180

County Woard of Appeals
Room 219, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204

March 31, 1982

Walla-e Dann, Esq.
Suite 517, Chesapeake Bld5.
Towson, Md. 21204
Re: Case No. R-82-66 (Item #¢)
Dear Mr. Dann: Louis C. Hoffman, lll, et ux

Notice is hereby given, in accordance with the Rul es
of Procedure of the Court of Appeals of Maryland, that an nnnac) hos
been taken to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County from the decision
of the County Board of Appeals rendered in the above matter.

Enclosed is a copy of the Certificate of Notice.

Vary truly yours,

./

ne Holmen, Secretary

Encl. .
cc: Lovis C. Hoffman, 11, et ux
Bd. of Education
W. E. Hammond
J. E. Dyer
N. Gerber
J. Hoswell

494-3180

CASE NO. R_82-66 LOUIS G. HOFFMAN),H , ET UX
for reclassifica 'ﬁR.C. S5toR.C, 2

SE corner Long GreenPike

\andfGlen Arm Road
/ -
_»b‘\'g\ 11th District

ASSIGNED FOR: ﬁ,w‘  _TUESDAY , NCVEMBER 17, 1981 at 10:00 a.m.,

cc: Wallace )| Ebq. _ Counsel for Petitioners

Louis Hoffman, I} Petitioner
Joghn W.  sian, 11, Esq.

Mr. W, E, Hommond

/ Mr. J. E. Dyer

Mr. N. E. Gerber
Mr, J. G, Hoswell
Board of Education

Edith T, Eisenhart, Adm. Secretary

©

- | . . : -
- "’g PECE g i 33 i §
' . S 9 iy
County Woard of Apprals g & § , 8‘?"*915 Coram, = 33 H §2
Room 219, Cout House ¢ a1 Jb'k 3 - 9 % -
Towson, Maryland 21204 } é fg = |Is 9 57 ‘P ;61 . % 2 RS
s3sf glielE ceuy . L b g i BE gy
March 31, 1982 338 g3 S g a B ! %
(ol Bgie e EE R
gy ¥igl T CEED L of
A223 Bl233 K : 22 T
. -~ e ESN
g %% EZ,
= Blal |
“ R é EIIM R -
" - s 25
John W. Hessian, Esq. E N O 8 ' =l E
People's Counsel o SR . O w8 ig 'E
Court House 8 - > - ': : _ (T : : g g
Towson, Md. 21204 e '- | 8 aa 1
Re: Case No. R-82-66 (item #¢) o 3 il - 3 x %) - -3
Dear Mr. Hessian: Lovis C. Hoffman, {il, et ux g - g s 3 '5 S 3 EE:
: i 20 = . 2 i Y * - ‘ =’g
In accordance with Rule B-7 {a) of the Rules of Procedure of oRE2 g - o 30 - g g E '§ ; o
the Court of Appeals of Maryland, the County Board of Appeals is required g E " < - TR, . ... «351i Eu
to submit the record of proceedings of the zoning appeal which you have s & z 3‘§ S 8( . S -2 A 2 | g‘ .
taken to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County in the above matter within % _ g ; o) § I Y ¥ = i
thirty doys. ) SR g - t?. 2o ' : F. ; 5 '
i e 35 €9 N\ & é é gz°
The cost of the tronscript of the record must be paid by you. - < § g § . 3 ﬁ ° = 3 g b E 3
Certified copies of any other documents necessary for the completion of 8 O AC _ ’1 g g 3 CL AN d
the record must also be ot your experse, o 1) 0g § i 21 Y g?.
= - Eg2ll o
The cost of the transciipt, plus any other documents, must be = o [e s 3 1 ? 3 a
paid in time to tronsmit the same to the Circuit Court not later than thirty g ] R S , - 5 s 3a -
days from the date of any petition you might file in court, in accordonce o C e e o =4 E ' as 3 {
with Rule 8-7 (a). LT e f lg IR f}m} T J\ S L - 3"
TUUrARETT e R e St .
Enclosed is o copy of the Cartificate of Notice; also invoice -"a- TS S AT T Z K e Eg 3
covering the cost of certified copies of necessary documents., oo g | 2.' : s & E I
| - Ny s & o3 335l ¢
. S 3 g n: M . vy ' agz. ~
Very truly your:, ;L g % | . - e 3 e g
L T TR g B EEPET I a . Ely .23
i - K R B R L
P sa iy 1 2
Holmen, Secretary S AR - : - : -3 : ) s 18 g
; - g § & O o > | b
Encls. L3 2l<s z::.ga .. . ?’ ‘: 73 w2l
E B3y il ¢ 4 23 SEERN
) ; q‘s“%"z&f‘ﬁ" T -‘e'}"*"f”‘" 7 ,;'T'Fx’w- T _V B !}””“'"!"‘mw s e ,_,da.,m.—;,' -. e f*mgﬂﬁnm.w. g
o _§ N . N _" :
S e 1 # Sy

FEASCIS NAVIEE 7ARNCEY, MDD, EACT,
SR HORTH Cual £8 BTRERY
GALTIMOINL Makv AND 348

INTEMMAL MEBICIAL

November 16, 1981

Chairman
Board of Appeals
Baltimore County

RE: Louis Hoffman

Dear Sir:

Mr. Louis Hofinan is unable to appear for the roning hearing lcheduled on Tuesday,

November 17, 1981

He Is under my care at Saint Joseph Hospital beceuse of the onset of su“den un-
consciousness,

I hereby certify under the peralties of perjury “hat the {oregoing staiement is true
and correct, S

e Vo a( -

traficis X, Carmudy, M,D,

FXC/cl

.“

i3
%313

£ 1~
'B.M Il ’ :.[ -

0
"1

-
#

F

L R

FL R B XL TE]

AR BT, o ST g = Bt T b i Sl B

R g IR e s
O N

$1q

«dy

-

1T 3504y
Uaild

clients and insarsace represeatstives. THERKE WILL BE
lo the s*tention of Job! Adame. ..
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NO,6 "=

OU‘I!IC. ond Noncy €, Heffmen, il — .‘a’ R... "b&" (7‘7

Lorg Green Pike ond Glencrm Road ACREAGE: 3,10

PROPERTY OWNER: L
LOCATION: S/E comer of
ELECTION DISTRICT; 1]

COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT: 3 CCRAPHICAL GROUP:  Nons

RECOMMENDED DATE OF HEARING: Week of September 21, 1981 o\ \r i ya) CATEGORY: None

ZONING PRIDR TO ADOPTION OF 1980 COMPREHENSIVE ZONING MAP: R.C.3

EXISTING ZONING: R.C. 5
REQUESTED ZOMING:  R.C. 2

BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS

PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATION: Retain Existing Zoning ®r.C. 5)

This vacant, wooded troct of lond 1s located on the southeast comer of Lc:ng Grecr.\
On the southwest ond northeast comer of this intersection ore single-fomily dwellin
on the northwest comer, o tingle-fomily dwelling on lond zoned M.L.-C.R,; to the
zoned lond. Tha petitioner I3 requesting a chonge from R, C.3 toE.C. 2 zoning o
plons that do not show o propased wie of the property. .

AS AMF.«DED THROUGH OCTOBER 29, 1981

Pike ond Glenorm Rood.
o on R.C. 5 zoned lond;
south ond eaat R,C, 2

d hes chosen to submit

L A R T R GBS T N Ml

i b

1981 EDITION

i ' i i bject property was zoned R. C. 5, The
Prior to the edoption of the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning Map, the subject p . _
z:noirng of the s?:c was not {dentified as o specific fsue before either the Plonning Board or the County Council

during the praparation and processing of the map. The County Council reaffirmed R.C, 3 zoning hen,

i iski i ¢ thot the zoning mop is correct, The
The Plonning Board believes ihot the existing zoning s approprigte ond thal the '
R.C. E:.r;nniang elmsification provides for o reasonoble wse of the site; residential d.eveloprnont here wouid bed
In.l:eeping with the existing development on the other three comen of the inter ection of Long Green Pike on

Glenorm Rood,

} is thersfore recommended that the existing zoning, R. C. 5, be retained,

BALTIMORE COUNTY OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING

L” TOWSON, MARYLAND

1

Fo A .
= g "1A01.2.C.1 (RC-2)
1A01.2.B.7.f (RC-2)
f. Piers, wharves, docks and bulkheads [subject to the pro- 1. Airports [Bill No. 178-79] . .

visions of Section 417] [Bill No. 178-79] 2, Animal boarding places (regardless of class), kennels, veterin-

. . . . . . e arians' offices, or veterinariums [see Section 421} [Bjll No. 178-79]
g. Radio antennas in conjunction with wireless transmitting or

receiving facilities, provided that any such facility is used by a 3. Antique shops (see Section 402B) [Bill No. 178-79]
resident who has an amateur radio operator's license issued by

the Federal Communications Commission., No such antenna may 4. Camps, including day camps [Bill No. 178-73]

i

extend closer thanthe frout building line to any street on which the 5. Community care centers providing care for not more than 15

lot may front; no rigid-structure antenna may be taller above perscns per site [Bill No. 178-79]

grade level than the horizontal distance to the nearest property

line or 100 feet, whichever is less; and no supporting structure 6. Churches or other buildings for religious worship [Bill No. 178-72]

may be gituated within 50 feet of any property line (see &also L. . 178-79
Section 400). {Bill No. 178-79] . Excavations, controlled [ Bill No. ]
h. Swimming pools, tennis courts, garages, utility sheds or
other accessory structures or uses {subject to the height and
area provisicas for buildings as set forth in Section 400)_

2
8. Farmers! co-op roadside stands[ Bill No. 178-79]
9. Fishing and shellfishing facilties, Class I and II [Bill No. 178-79]

[Bill No. 178-79] * 10. Golf courses or country clubs {Bill No. 178-79]
i. TENANT HOUSES, INCLUDING TRAILERS USED AS TENANT 10A. Home occupations of disabled persons, where the use is established in
HOUSES, [ Lill No. 173-79] ) a structure originally constructed as a dwelling or as arcegsory to a
dwelling or where the use is established in a structure that is situated
C. Uses permitted by Special Exception.! The following uses, on the same lot as a dwelling and which the Zening Commissioner finds ,
only, may be permitted by special exceptionin any R.C. 2 zone, pro- to be compatible with its surrounding neighborhood; prowvided that Co

vided that in each case the hearing authority empowered to hear the {I) only three persons inc¢luding the disabled person and the members
petition finds that the use would not be detrimental to the primary agri- of his immediate family vvho are residents of the dwelling are
cultural uses in its vicinity; and, inthe case of any use permitted under ermnployed in the use on the premises; and :
Item 24, further provided that the hearing authority finds that the use (II) in any case the use is conducted by a disabled person whose domicile
would support the primary agricultural use in its vicinity and would not is the dwelling to which the use is accessory and whom the hearing
itself be situated on land more appropriately used for primary agricul- authority finds is so severely disabled as to be unable to engage
tural uees: {Bill No, 178-79] in his occupatinn away from the premises of his home,
Any provision of subsection 502.2 to the contrary notwithstanding, any
special exception granted pursuant to this item shall expire upon the
1 ] . . . . ) ; first to occur of the following:

The following uses were included in this secticn by Bill No. 98-75 5 .. A) Five years after the issuance of the permit;
~and deleted by Bill No. 178-79: . . : : B) The death of a disabled person;

: ' C) The termination of the disability; or :
D) The faijlure of the disabled person to permanently reside at the

premises.

""Baseball batting ranges"
"Cemeteries"

"Community Bldgs. swimmiug pools" A new special exception for the use may be granted when the previous
"Fish hatcheries"

" C o " i special exception expires but only upon the completion of the entire
"C'Olf dnw'z'lg ranges, miniature-golf application and hearing process in the same manner as if it were the
Helistops | initial application for this special exception. It is the purpose of this

:’I'H\TC"SP.ltaIS" . ek . provizion to prevent the uvse of residential property for business
"Rb‘rlsmgé ﬁfm"a esce omes purposes by an occupant other than a disabled person and to ensure that -
| allroads | any occupation permitted pursuant to this item will be conducted in a (
Sanitariums _ marner appropriate to its surroundings. [Bill No. 27-81]
"Shooting preserves” -
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Section 1A0l - R.C.2 (AGRICULTURAL) ZCNES [Bill No. 98-758])
1A01.1 - General provisions. [Bill No. 98-75]

A, Legislative Statement of Findings.
1. Declaration of findings. It is found:

a. that Baltimore County is fortinate in that it is endowed with
a variety of very productive agricultural soil types which should
not be lost unnecessarily to urbanized development; [Bill No. 98-75]

b, that the agricultural industryis an integral part of the Balti-
meor e economy and that a continued conversioa of agricultural
land will continue to undermine this basic industry; [Bill NO. 98-75]

c. that scattered development is occurring in a sporadic
fashion in areas of Baltimore County containing productive
agricultural land; [Bill No. ¢8~-75]

d. that continued urban intrusion into productive agricultural
areas not only destroys the specific area upon which the develop-
ment cccurs but is incormnpatible with the agricultural use of the
surrounding area; [Bill No. 98-75]

e. that heretofore Baltimore County has been unable to effec-
tively stem the tide of new residential subdivisions in productive
agriculttral areas of Baltimore County, { Bill No. 98-75]

f. thatBaltimore County has certain wetlands along
along Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries which serve
as breeding grounds and nuvsery areas for the EBay's
biotic life; [Bill No. 23-75)

C. that Baltimore County possesses numerous areas which
are highly suitable for urban development including residen-
tial subdivisions which are not located in areas of productive
agricultur 2l land. [Bill No. 98-75)

B. Purposes: The R.C.2 zoning classification is established pursuart
to the legislative findings above in order to foster conditions favore

able to a continued agricultural use of the productive agricultural

areas of Baltimor e County by preventing incompatible forms and
degrees of urban uses. [Bill No. 98-7f]

1A01.2 - yse Reguletions, [BillNo. 98-75]

A. preferred use permitted as of right. Agricultural

" operations, when conducted in accordance with good and
reascnable husbandry practices, shall be afforded preferential
treatment over and above all other permitted uses in
R.C. 2 zones. ({Bill No. 98-75] '

26
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11. Hunting or fishing preserves{ Bill No.178-7%3]

12. Offices for agriculture-related uses; physiciana' or dentists’
offices as principal uses [Bill No. 178-79]

13. Public-utility uses not permitted as of right{ Bill No. 178-79]
14. Research institutes (sce Section 418) (BillNo. 178-79]
15, Residential art salons (see Section 402C) [Bill No. 178-79]

16, Restaurarts or tea roums converted from dwellings (see subsection
402, 3) [Bill No. 178-79)

17. Riding stables (Bill No. 178-79)

18, Sanitary landfills (see Section 41 2) [Bill Nc. 178-79]}

19. Schools, including schools for agricultural training, private pre-
paratory schools, business or trade schools, conservatories, or

colleges| Bill No. 178-79])

20. Shooting ranges, including archery, pistol, skeet, trap, or small-
bore rifle ranges, or turkey shoots { Bill No. 178-79]

21. Traijlers as provided in Paragraph 415.1.4d [Bill No. 178-79]
22. Volunteer-fire-company or ambularce rescue facilities [Bill No. 178-79]

22, Wireless transmitting or receiving facilities as principal uses -
[Bill No. 178-79]

24.} The following "agricultural-support' uses: [ Bill No. 178-79]

¥

{?Egb-gr{mchinery sales, storage, c_).r service; blacksmi_thing {Bill No._
b. Feed or grain mills or driers [Bill No. 178-73]

c. Fertilizer gales or storage [Bill Nc. 178-79]

d. Sawmills [Bill No. 178-79]

e. Slaughter houses or manufacture, processing, or packing of
fruit, vegetables, animal, or rneat products, or by-products
. (Bill No. 178-79]
f. Wine or spirits raanufacture, including the manufacture of
alcohol to be used in gasoline-alcohol mixtures, but excluding the
production of these mixtures (as a principal use)([ Bill No. 178-79]

1 notin Bill No. 98-75

1A01.2.B (RZ-2)

B, Uses permitteé as of right. 1 . following uses, only, are
permitied as of right in all R, C. 2 zones: [Bill No. 178-79)

R

I. Dwellings, 1-family detached[ Bill Xc. 178-79)

2, Farms, satellite farms, farmettes, and limjted-acreage whole-
sale flower farms jsee Section 404y (Bill No, 178-79)

3. Open space, common [Bill No. 178-79]

3A.Public schools; privately sponsored care for schocl-age children
before or after regular school hours as an ancillary use in a building
used as a public school. [Bill No. 83-80]

4, Streets and ways [ Bill No, 178-79]

5. Telephore, telegraph, electrical-power, or other lines or cables
provided that any such line or cable is underground; underground '
gas, water, or sewer mains or storm drains; or other underground
conduits, er-ept interstate or international pipelines. {Bill No. 178-791

6. Trailers, provided that any trailer allowed under this provision

must be used or stored in accordance with the provisions of para-

graphs b, ¢, e or f of subsection 415.1 and subparagraph 415.2.a(1)

or 415.3.¢(1), as applicable. [Bill No. 178-79] {

7. Accessory uses or structures, including, but not limited to, the
following:

a. Excavations, uncontrolled [Bill No. 178-79}

b. Farmers' roadside stands [see Section 404) {Bill No. 178-79)

¢, Home occupations [Bjll No. 178-79; No. 124-78) [see
Section 101)

d. .Of.ﬁces or etudios of physicians, dentists, lawyers, architects,
eLgineers, artists, musicians, or persous sagaged in other, '
similar occupations, provided that the use is established within

the building that serves as the owner's domicile; occupies a floor
area no greater than 25% of the floor area used for residential
purposes, not including garage floor area or unfinished basement
space; and does not involve the employment of more than 2 non-
residents. [ Bill No. 178-79)

‘e. Parking space, including residential-garage space and space
for recreational vehicle [see Section 41 5A)] RBil No. 178-79)

. _
Churches and schools for agricultvre training were included in thig ' (
section by Bill 98,1975, and nioved to 1A01.2.C by Bill 178 — 79,

7
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Section 1A04—R,C. 5 (RURAL-RESIDENTIAL) ZONE ([Bill No. 38-75])
1A04.1 —General Provisions. [Bill No., 98-75]
A. Legislative Statement of Findings [Bill No. 98-75]

1. Declaration of findings. It is found:

a. That the rural-residential develcpment that has occurred in
Baltimore County keretofore has been of a ecattered and generally
disorderly nature; [Bill No. 98-75])

b. That thie form of development copstitutes a wasteful use of
land and is fiscally expensive to serve with respect to the pro-
vision of basic services; [Bill No. 9§-75]

c. That in some cases lot sizes are in: Yequate to as3ure long
term adequacy of on-lot sewer and water systems; [Bill No. 98~75)

d. That unless measures are implemented to assure more rational
growth patterns, including adequate lot size, undue financial bard-
ships will be placed on Baltimore County and the life, safety and
general welfare of the citizens of the County will be adversely
affected; [Bill No. 93-75]

e. That specific areas which are highly suitable for raral-resi-
Cential development do exist; and [Bill No. 98-73]

£, That these areas are adequate to accommodate anticipated
future growth in the rural area and that future growth should be
directed to these areas. [Bill No. 98-75)

B. Purpose. The R,C.5 zoning classification is established pursuant
to the legisiative findings above, in order to: [Bill No. 98-75]

1. Provid. ior rural-resideniial development in saitable areas in
which basic services are not anticipated. [Bill No. 98-75}

2. FEliminate sca‘tered and generally disorderly patterans of future
rural-residential development. [Bill No. 98-75)

3. Assure that encroachments onto productive or critical natural
resource areas will be minimized, {Bill No. 98-75]

4. Provide & minirmum lot size whick is sufficient to provide adequate
area for the proper functioning of oa-lot sewer and water systems.
[Bill No. 9B-75]
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1A04.2~Use requlations [Bill No. 98-75]

A. Uses permitted as of right.. Th.e following uses, only, are
per: ‘tted as of right in R, C. 5 zones: {[Bill No. 98-75]

1. Churches or other buildings fo1 religious worship including church

d. Jifices or studios of physicians, dentists, lawyers, architects,
engineers, artists, musicians or other professional persons, pro-
vided that any such office or studio is established within the same
building as that serving as the professional person's bona fide
residence ag it existed on the effective date of this provision; and
does not involve the employment of more than one nonresident

1A04.2. B. BA (RC-5)

BA. Horne occupaticns of disabled persons, where the use is established in

a structure originally constructed as a dwelling or as accessory to a

dwelling or where the use is established in a atructure that i{s situated
on the same 1ot as a dwelling and which the Zening Commissioner finds
to be compatible with its surrounding neighborhood; provided that
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1A04.2.B.16 (RC-5)

16.
17. Sanitary landfills [Bill No. 98-75]

18. Schools, not permitted as of right [Bill No. 98-75]

19. Trailers (

Volunteer -fire-company or ambulance-rescue facilities
88-75]

itti ivi tructures, except that a
ireless transmitting and receiving & . ce a
zi;divc‘)h::tenna in conjunction with transmitting and receiving fa;uhtles
used by a resident amateur radio operator poisgs sing a?c::?:nzuéom
i j the Federal Commum -
io operator's license issued by ;
::idslsi:rl: shall be considercd an accessory s(t;rm:ture,.hcar.,B L;Git:;iil:::
nd, as such, i
another structure, an accessory use, a 85U |
t\;r::’ii:houlz a special exception, provided: (a) that Lifxtsmtztn a;gg:s:zz;-ihat
i i to the provisions ection ;
gtructure, it shall be subject ) A P rent
igi it shall be no higher than
if it is a rigid-structure antenna, 1 : . :
frlthle horiiontal distance to the nearest property line, whmfhe;:]rlx;e
less, above grade level, and no supporting structure theriﬁats.t s
clos’er than 50 feet to any property line; and, further, :lc) b ;rom
not extend closer to the street on which the lot fronts than the

building line. [Bill No. 98-75]
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Riding stables (Comrmercial or ncn-commercial) [Rill No. 98-75]

subject to the pro-isions of Section 415.14d) [Bill No. 98-73]

[Bill No.

schools [Bill rn. 98-75]

2. Dwelungs, one-family detached [Bill No. 98-75]

3. Farms, limited-acreage wholesale flower farms, satellite farms
[Bill No. 98-75]

4, Farmettes [Bill No. 98-75]

5. Hospiiale [Bill No. 98-75]
6. Open space, common [Bill No, 98-75]

7. Schools, including but not limited to private pre]:.ar:':;tory schools,
colleges, conservatories or other fine arts schools; privately spon-
sored care for school-age children before or after regular school
Eours as an ancillary use in a buildirg used as a public school.

[Bill Nos. 98-75; 63-80] N

8. Streets or ways [Bill No. 98-753]

9. Telephone, telegraph, electrical-power, or other similar lines‘
or cables—all underground; underground gas, water, Or sewer mains
or storm drains; other underground conduits except underground
interstate and intercontinental pipe lines [Bill Nc. 98~75]

10. Trailers, provided that any trailer allowed under this provision

must be used or stored in accordance with the provisions of para-
graphs b, c, e, or f of Subsection 415.1 and Subsection 415.2a(l) as

applicable. [Bill Nc. 98-75]

11, Accessory uses or structures, including, but not limited to, the
following: [Bill No. 98~75]

a. Excavations, uncontrolled [Bill No. 98-75]

b, Farmers' roadside stands (subject to the provisions of Section
404.6) [Bill No. 98-75]

c. Home occupations [Bill No. 98-75]
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494-3180

@uounty Board of Appeals
- o0

Room 2349, Court House

TFOWSBON, MARYLAND 21204

Jenuary 14, 1983

Mr. Julius A, Romano
Clerk of the Court of Special Appeals ¢f Marylond
Annapolis, Maryland 21404

Re: Misc. No. 82-M-83
Louis C. Hoffman, Il

Dear Mr. Romono:

Please forward to this office a copy of 1l.e opinion in the
above entitled cose when it is filed by the Court of Special Appeals. We

would appreciate it if you would note our request in your file on this case.

Thank you.
Very truly yours,
1, Ao '
Edith T. Eisennart, Adm. Secretary
@
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rofessional associate nor two other nonresident employees
?Bill No. 98-7%]

e. Parking spaces including recreational vehicles {subject to the
provisions of Section 415A) [Bill No. 98-75])

f. Piers, wharves, docks, and bullheads (subject to the provisions
of Section 417) [Bill Nc. 98-75])

g. Swimming pools, tennis courts, parages, utility sheds or other
accessary structures or uses (subject to the height and area pro-
visions for buildings as set forth in Section 400) [Bill No. 98-75])

Jses permitted by special exception. The following uses,

snly, are permitted by apecial exception in R.C.5 zones. [Bill No. 98-75)

1. Antique shops (subject to the provisions of Section 402B)
[Bill No. 98-75]}

-

2. Boat yards (Sée Section 417 & 101] [Bill Mo. 98-75]
3. Camps, including day camps {Bill No. 98-75)
4., Ce _eries [Bill No. 98-75]

5. Community buildings, swimming pools, or other uses of a civic,
socizl, recreational, or educational nature, including tennis facilities,
provided that no tennis facility shall comprise more than 4 courts.
{See Section 406A) [Bill No. 98-75, 62-78)

5A., Community care centere providing care for not more than
15 persons per site. [Bill No. 142~79]

6. Excavations, controlled] Bill No. 88-75)

7. Fishing and Shellfishing facili‘ies, shoreline, Class Irr 11
[Bill No. 30-78) '

8. Golf courses, country clubs, or other similar outdoor recreation
clubs [Bj11 No. 98-75]
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(1) only three persons including the disabled perscn and the members
of his immediate family who are residents of the dwelling are
employed in the use on the premises; and

(II}) in any case the use ia conducted by a disablad person whose domicile
is the dwelling toc which the use is accessory and whomn the hearing
authority finds is sc severely disabled as to be unable to engage
in his occupation away from the premises of his hcme.

Any provision of subsection 502, 2 to the contrary notwithstanding, any

special exception granted pursuant to this item shall expire upon the

first to vccur of the following:
A) Five years after the issuance of the permit;
B) The death of the disabled person;
C) The terminaticn of the disability; or
D) The failure of the disabled person to permar.ently reside at the
premises,

A new special exception for the use may be granted when the previous

special exception expires but only upon the completion of the entire

application and hearing process in the same manner as if it were the
initial application for this special exception. It is the purpose of this
provision to prevent the use of residential property for business
purposes by an occupant other than a disabled person and to ensure that
any occupation permitted pursuant to this item will be conducted in a
Imanner appropriate to its surroundings. [Bill No. 27-81})

9. Marinas (See Section 417 & 101) [Bill No. 98-75]

10. Office of doctor or dentist [Bill Ro. 98-75)

11. Public-utility uses not permitted as of right, including under-
ground interstate and intercontinental pipe lines [Bill KNo. 98-75])

12, Research institutes (subject to the provisions of Section 418)
(Bill No. 98-75]

13. Raijlroads or other transportation lines or ways [Bill No. 98-735]

14, Residential art salons (subject to the provisions of Section 402C)
[Bill No. 98-75] . '

15. Restaurants or tea rooms, converted from dwellings or other
buildings as provided in Subsection 402.3 [Bill No. 98-75]
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PER CURIAM 6 O

People's Counsel for Baltimore County
appeals an order of the Circuit Court for Baltimore
County affirming the granting by the County Board
of Appeals for Baltimore Cournty of appellees’ request
for zoning reclassification from R.C. 5 (Rural-Resi-
dential) to R.C. 2 (Agricultural).

The oniy question raised in this appeal is
whether the Circuit Court and the County Board of
Appeals erroneously granted the zoning reclassification
where there was no substantial evidence to support error
in the comprehensive zoning.

The property, which is the subject of the
Petition for Reclassification, is a 3.1 acre tract
located on the southeast corner of Glen Arm Road And
long Green Pike in the northeastern secticn of Baltimore
County. The Planning Board recommendation on the Petition
for Reclassification contained the following:

"On the southwest and northeast

corner of this intersection are single-

family dwellings on R.C. 5 zoned land;

on the northwest corner, a single

family dwelling on land zoned M.L.-C.R.:

to the south and east R.C. 2 zoned

langd.*" )

In addition, the Planning Board recommendation
also points out that prior to the adoption of the 1980

Comprehensive Zoning Map the property had been zoned

R.C. 5 and that this zoning was reaffirmed by the adoption

of that map.
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only one home could be constructed on the property,
and the only view afforded to this home would be the
factory containing the Grumman Aerodspace Unit. e pointed
out that this would be financially impracticable since
the other single family units in the area are built on
one-half acre lots, and because of the relationship of
the lot to the heavy manufacturirg and light manu-
facturing in the area.
Petitioners also produced Rudolph F., Fischer,
Jr., a custom home builder for twenty-five years, who
testified tnat the Council erred in placing the present
classification on the property. Mr, F.scher lives in
close proximity to the subject property, and as the
Board of Appeals pointed out in its opinion "testified
that he personally inspected the site and felt that
not even one home could be granted permits 1ur erection,
since the only perculation test that passed would place
the sewerage system on a higher elevation than the home
or its well and, therefore, no permit would be granted.”
Two residents of the ncighborhood, John H.
Kempske and Donald L. Tombaugh, Sr., testified in favor
of the Petition.
| The County Agricultural Agent, C. Richard Curran,
testified that he favored the réclassification of the

parcel to R.C. 2 and that to designate this parcel R.C. 5

ata e Re e O
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reasonable uses of the property

2. May the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning be overturned by attributing to the
County Council a perceived omission i the 1981 recommendation of the Planning
Board on the piecemeal rezoning petition without any direct evidence that the Council
itself was misinformed?

3. May the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning be overtumed whera a plebiscite of
the neighbors effectively c;nd substantially contributes to the decision?

(¢) The applicable provisions of the Baltimore County Code and Baltimore County

Zoning Regulations are appe.nde.i hereto as Exhibit D.

(f) Statement of Focis in Support of Petition.

In Baltimore County, the County Council enacts county-wide comprehensive zoning

maps every four years, Baltimore County Code Section 22-20 to 22-23 (1978, 1981 Supp.);

See Coppolino v. County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, 23 Md. 358 (1974).

In the course of this process, all properties in Baltimore County are at issue, Moreover,
property owners and other interested persons have the opportunity to designate specific
issues for County Council review and considerotion and to appear and be heard at public
hearings.

The property in question is at the southeast corner of fhe intersectic:y of Glen
Arm Road and Long Green Pike in the northeastern section of Baltimore County. In
.the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning process, the County Council considered it in the

course of the county-wide review and retained the existing zoning R,C, 5 (rural-

" residential). Neither the then property owner nor any other interested person designated the

property for review of specific issues, and there was no testimony before the Planning Board

or County Council pertaining to ihe property.

Appellant cites Howard County v. Dorsey,

292 Md. 351 (1981); Boyce v, Sumbly, 25 Md. App. 43

(1975); Coppolino v. County Board of Appeals of

Baltimore County, 23 Ml. App. 358 (1974) for the pro-

pesition that:
"In order to overcome a comprehensive
zoning established by the County Council,

the property owner must produce strong

evidence of error. Error can be estab-

lished by showing that the assumptions

or premises relied upon by the Council

were invalid; that the Council failed

to take into account then existing

facts, projects, or trends; and/or

that subsequent events proved the Council's

initial premises to be incorrect."

Appellant then continues to argque that there
was no error in the comprehensive rezoning because none
of the basis of error set out above was present in
this case.

We disagree. A careful reading of the Planning
Board recommendation makes it c¢lear that the Planning
Board did not consider the panhandle parcel containing a
common potable water supply and its location abutting
the subject property. Neither did the Planning Board
consider the affect of that location of the potable
water supply property on the location of any sewerage
facility on the subject property. Since there is nothing
in the record to indicate otherwise, the foregoing must

not have been before the County Council at the time of

the adoption of the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning Map.

-3 -

In 1981, Louis Hoffman and his wife bought the property for the purmose of a
farmers’ co-op rocdside stand. To satisfy their development purpose, they would have
to secure a zoning change. The existing zoning permits farming, orchards, residential,
and other listed uses, but does nat permit a farmers' co-op roadside stond. Baltimore
County Zoning Regulations Section 1A04.2, (Appendix D) Accordingly, the Hoffmans
sought this piecemeal rezoning to R, C. 2 (agricultural), a zoning classification almost
identica: in its application to the subject property also permitting farming, orchards,
and the same effective residential dansity. Baltimore County Zoning Regulations Section
1401, There was, however, this difference, that the R.C, 2 classification permits a
farmers' co-op roadside stand. Baltimore County Zoning Regulations Section 1A01,2C.8,

In 1981, the Planning Board reviewed the request for piecemeal rezening and
recommanded retention of the existing zoning and considered residenticl use as reasonable.,
The County Board of Appeals thereupon held an evidenﬁury. hearing. The thrust of the
Petitioners' case was two~fold; first of ail, that the property was unsuitable for residential
use because of its location and certain water supply and septic system problems; and
secondly, that everyone in the neighborhood was aware of the plans for a market and
ap;;roved of them. The People's Counsel opposed the concept of the rezoning petition,
andrsubmitteci that it was not the function cof the administrative zoning process to suit the
personal needs of a property owner and thereby, in effect, to “spét" a chosen use, This
concept would be especially inappropriate where ine existing and requested zoning class-
ifications were similar_and both provided reasonable uses for the property.

The County Board of Appeals nevertheless accepted the contentions of the Hoff-

mans, found the property unsuitable for residential use, and underlined the opparent

-7

" .. in nrder to grant the reguested
reclassification, the Boaru needed strong
and substantial probative evidence that
there was a 'mistake' or ‘error' in the
comprehensive zoning.... In order to assess
the evidence before the Board, it is neces-
sary to understand the inherent nature of
the terms 'mistake’ or 'error' as they are
used in zoning law. ... the presumption of
validity accorded to a comprehensive zoning
is overcome and error or mistake is estab-
lished when there is probative evidence to
show that the assumptions or premises relied
upon by the Council at the time of the compre-
hensive rezoning were invalid. Error can
be established by showing that at the time
of the comprehensive zoning the Council
failed to take into account then existing
facts,... so that the Council’'s action was
premised initially on a misapprehension.
(Citations omitted).

* * *

...in order to establish error based upun

a failure to take existing facts or events
reasnnably foreseeable of fruition into
account, it is necessary not >nly to show
the facts that existed at the time of the
comprehensive zoning but also which, if any,
of those facts were not actually considered
by -the Council. This evidentiary burden
can be accomplished by showing that specific
physical facts were not readily visible

or discernible at the time of the compre-
hensive zoning. Bonnie View Club, supra,

at 242 M4, 48-49, 52, 217 A.2Zd 649, 651
(mineshaft and subsurface rock formation);:
by adducing testimony on the part of those
preparing the plan that then existing

facts were not taken into account, Overton,
supra at 225 Md. 216-17, 170 A.2d 174-75
{(topography), or by producing evidence that
the Council failed to make any provision to
accommodate a project, trcad or need which
it, itself, recognized as existing at the
time of the comprehensive zoning, Jobar Corp.,
supra, at 236 Md. 1ll6-17, 202 A.2d4 617~18
(need for apartments). Eee Rohde, supra,

at 234 Md. 267-68, 199 A.2d 22I.7 -
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failure of the Planning Board in 1981 to consider the site development problems, From
this failure in the 1981 Planning Board recommendation, it wos than "assumed” that the
County Council was guilty of the same failure in 1980, The sole direct testimony
produced as to the 1980 legislative process was that the property had not been designated
b the property owner or any other interested person as a specific issue. Thers was no
evidence showing precisely that the Council was ignorant of any relevant facts or guilty
of a failure to rake such facts into account. The Counry. Board of Appeals' finding of
error in the comprehensive zoning was sustained in both the Circuit Court for Baltimore
County and the Court of Special Appeals of Maryland, and the reasons given the same.
The Court of Special Appeals said this early in its Opinion (poge 2):

. "Appellee, Louis Hoffman and his family had been farmers
and orchardists in the area for approximately thirty five
yeors, If the property is reclassified, they intend to erect
o Former's Co-op Market for the farmers located in the
Immediate vicinity, Everyone in the neighborhood is
aware of appellees’ plans and approves of them,"

Later, consistenr with the rationale of the County Board of Appeals, the appellate Court

sald {page 35):

*A careful reading of the Planning Board recommendation
makes it clear that the Planning Board did not consider
the panhandle parcel containing o ¢common potcble water
supply and its location abutting the subject property.
Neither did the Planning Board consider the affect of
that location of the potable water supply property on the
location of any sewerage facility on the subject preserty.
Since there is nothing in the record to indicate otherwise,
the foregoing must not have been before the County
Council at the time of the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning
Map." ‘ .

This led to the conclusion that evidence of "mistake or error in the adoption of the

1980 Comprehensive Zoning Map was fairly debatable.” (page 8)

W

PEQPLE'S COUNSEL FOR : IN THE COURT CF APPEALS
BALTIMORE COUNTY i
s OF MARYLAND
Petitioner i
: September Term, 1983
Ve
: Petition No,
LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, I, L
et ux, : L
' # R- 53-66 -

Respondents

e
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PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO
THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS OF MARYLAND

People's Counsel for Baltimore County, Petitioner, pursuant to Maryland Rules

B10-11, requests this Court to issue a writ of certiorari to the Court of Special Appeals,
as follows:
(@) The instant case wos docketed in the Circuit Court for Balt imore County as

People's Counsel v. Hoffman, Miscellaneous No. 82-M-83,

(b) The cose was decided by the Court of Special Appeals, and its per curiom
opinion in No, 1392, September Term, 1982, filed May 2, 1983, is appended hereto
as Exhibit A, |

(¢) The judgment of the Circuit Court for Baltimore County wos dated August 27, 1982,
That Court's Memorandum and Order is oppended as Exhibit B, The Mandate of the Court
of Special Appeals affirmed I;he lower Court judgment and that of the administrative
agency. The County Board of Appeals' Cpinion is appended as Exhibit C,

: .(d) The questions presanted for review are:
1. Moy the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning properly be overtumed by a 1981

purchaser who desires a different zoning classification to satisfy his personal needs,

whera the existing zoning had been enacted without chiection and pravided for other

o e MR S T & R A e

© o
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{g) Argument in Support of Petition. -

T ST, T R T Ly

The 1980 Baltimore County Countywide Zoning Map was unquestionably come=
prehensive. |t covered a substontial areqa; resulted from careful consideration and long
and extensive study; was designed to control and direct the use of land and buildings
according to present and planned futyre conditions; and generally bore a reasonable

relationship to the public safety, healh, and welfare, See Trustees of McDonogh v,

Baltimore CTounty, 221 Md. 250 (1960), McBee v, Baltimore County, 221 Md, 312

(1960), Scull v. Coleman, 251 Md., 4 (1968), Ark Readi~Mix Concrete Corporation v,

Smith, 251 Md. 1 (1968}, Nottingham Village, Inc. v. Baltimore County, 266 Md.

339 (1972). Because of the importance of comprehensiveness to the validity and reasan=-
ableness of zoning legislation enacted pursuant to the police power, the Maryland courts
have accorded a strong presumption of validity to legislative judgment and hcve namrowly

defined the boundaries for an administrative finding of “error.” Howard County v,

Dorsey, 292 Md, 351 (1982), Boyce v. Sembly, 25 Md. App. 43 (1975).

It is not the function of comprehensive zoning to classify property with a view
to catering for the sole benefit of private interests or the distribution of political favors.
Accondingly, “spot zoning™ is illegal where it favors essentially privote interests.

Trustees of McDonogh, supra, Hewitt v, Baltimore County, 220 Md, 48 (1959). By

anclogy, it is inappropriate for a plebiscite of neighbors to influence a zoning decision,

See Cabin John Limited Partnership v, Montgomery County Council, 259 Md. 66 (1970),

Smith v, County Commissione.s of Howard Coun!)-r, 252 Md, 280 (1969).

But this is essantially what has hoppened here. The County Board of Appeais,

followed Tn succession by the courts, has substituted its judgmant for that of the legislature

and has permitted i-e Hoffmans to "spot* thair chosen personal use, The politicul nature
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The appellees purchased the property for
$36,000.00 in February c¢£ 1981, subsequent to the
adoption of the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning Map. Appelize,
Louis Hoffman and his family had been farmers a.-d
orchardists ir. the area for approximately thirty five
years. If the property is reclassified, they intend to
erect a Farmer's Co-op Market for the farmers located
in the immediate vicinity. Everyone in the neighbor-
hood is aware of appellees' plans and approves of them.
A County Agricultural Agent testified that the reclassi-
fication of the property to R.C. 2 would be in keeping
with the agricultural nature of the ar~a, and would
further the preservation of agricultural use of land
in Baltimore County.

Robert S. Gaines, real estate broker, land
developer and real estate syndicator, was qu lified as an
expert and who testified that the present.classification
was an error. He brought to the attention of the Board
something that was not included in the Planning Board
recommendation. There exists a pan handle parcel, scme
two hundred plus or minus feet long by thirty feet wide
that contains a commor potable water supply for several
ngighboring residences. Because of this and the slopes
involved in the subject property, along with the failure'

of perculation tests on most of the subject property,

-b- :

of the case was scarcely concealed even in the opinion of the Court of Special Appeals.
If zoning rightly is considered as involving the reasonable division of land in

a political subdivision according to use, areq, and height, then it cannot properly tum

on personality and neighborhood feeling. To be sure, representative govemnment must

respond to the needs of constituents; but the legislature is assigned the responsibility to

make policy. -

Here, after the County Council had concluded the difficult work of establishing
the 1980 Countywide Comprehensive Zoning Map, the Hoffmans chose voluntarily to buy
this property and oppose for the first time the duly enacted zoning classification. They ‘
object not because of any genuine evidence of error relating to the property in 1989,
but simply because they wanted the one use of the property which differentiated the Q
requested zoning from the existing zoning.

To reach the political result, the County Board of Appeals and the courts
accepted the property owners' suggestion that omissions in the 1981 Planning Board
report should be attributed to the County Council in 1980 as error. They criticized

the report as if the Planning Beard had been delegated the responsibility to legislate in

Baltimore County. But the Planning Board function is advisory cnly, and limited to the

role of providing a non~binding recommendation, Notingham, supra, Stump v, Grand

Lodge of Masons, 45 Md. App. 263 (198C). Just as it would be illegal to delegate the

legislative power to the citizens' advisory voard, it is certainly illegal to saddle the

1980 County Council with any omission of that same citizens’ advisory board in 1981,

[
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in the midst of large areas strictly farm land classi-
fied R.C. 2 was an error.

For the appellant only one witness testified,
James Hoswell, a Planner for Baltimore County, He said
it was his opinion that the existing zoning was appropriate
because to the south and east of the subject site was
R.C. 2 zoning; on the southwest corner of the inter-
section was R.C. 5 zoning with dwelling houses already
erected; on the northwest corner was industrial zoning
with residences, a Post 0ffice and a lumber yard:; and on
the northeast corner R.C. 5 and residential office zoning,
with a lawn and homes, and further fhorth industrial
zoning where the Grumman Aerospace B’ int was located.
He also testified that he did not tﬂiﬁk that the topography
was severe.

Mr. Hoswell further pointed out that in 1980
the County Council retained the previously existing
R.C. 5 zoning on this parcel, and that no one made this
a specific issue before the County Council. He further
pointed out that the R.C. 5 and R.C. 2 zoning classifi-
cations are almost identicai sincz both permit farming,
orchards or residential use, and the effecteu permitted
residential density in both classifications is the same
for the subject property. It is only in the requested
R.C. 2 classificétioﬁ that a Farmer's Co-op Roadside

tand would be permitted, as well as ordinary roaiside

stands accessory to individual farms.

-7-
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We have perceived a disturbing trend in these zoning cases. First of all, applicants
isolate a preferred use. Secondly, they solicit neighborhood approval, or at feast neutrality.
Thirdly, they set up the Planning Board recommendation on the petition as a strawman from
which to launch an attack on the judgment of the County Council, Typically, the property
owner he= f'o"!:d to designate the property‘as a specific issue in the comprehensive zoning
process or to appear at appropriate County Council hearings. Sometimes, the same property
owner then sesks the piecemeol rezoning. In the pizsent case, the new property owners
bought Into the potential rezoning. In either situation, the result is the same,. The integrity
of the comprehensive zoning process is subverted, and the Counry board of Appeals trans-
formed inio a policymaking body.

We percéive this trend despite strong language from the Court of Appeals generally
uccarding. ﬁomprehensive zoning the strong presumption in favor of its validity. There isc;
need, therefore, for further clarification and reinforcement of this principle. The granting
of this Petition for Certiorari will provide an excellent opportunity for further clarification
of the error concept and guidance for all parficipunjs in the zoning process.

Respectfully submitted,

N 1) Hrven T

?‘n W. Hessian, Il o
eople's Counse! for Baltimore County

?{j__j_,, /bffd ZfﬁfiJMM't'?

Peter Max Zimmerman
Deputy People's Counsel
» Room 223, Court House
Q Towson, Maryland 21204
494-2188
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We belizve the factual situation in the case suap judice

is quite different from the factual situations set out

in Howard County, Boyce and Coppolino, supra.

The County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

wrote an excellent opinion in this case, and we adopt

the following from the concluding paragraph of its opinion:

"The Board has no way of knowing
what facts were presented to the
Planning Board, but the’r recommendation
for retention of the R.C. 5 classifi-
cation, as noted in their report, cites
a reasonable use of the property as
residential development yet testimony
from witnesses intimately familiar
with the subject site indicates resi-
dential development is not only
impracticable, but virtually impossible.
Nc mention in the report is made of the
pan handle water supply parcel and the
restriction it imposes on the use of the
property residentially. 1In addition,
actual perculation tests had been con-
ducted and failed, except for 'ne area,
this particular area being not suitable
for residential use... since no issue
regarding this property was raised in
either the 1976 or the 1980 comprehensive
map process, the Boari must assume these
facts were also not before the County
Council when it affirmed the R.C. 5
zoning."

Although in Boyce v. Sembly, 25 Md. App. 43

(1375) we found the evidence insufficient to make the
gquestion of error or mistake fairly debatable. Through
Judge Davidson we did setlout in a coprehensive fashion
the basis for our review of the evidence upon whic!. an

administrative zoning agency bases its decision:

Mallace Bann

ATTORHNEY AMD COUNSELLOR AT LAW

SUITE B17
CHESAPEAKE B HLOING
- - 1m
308 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVENUE [ .—"-“-—Ll_{

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

£
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ABBOCIATES
Clavin M. LATTON June 16, 1983

RAYMOND V. RANGLE
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Alexander L. Cummings, Esquire
Clerk, Court of Appeals of Maryland
Courts of Appeal Building

361 Rowe Bculevard

Angapolis, Maryland 21401

. RE: Pgoplc's Counsel for Baltimore
County v. Louis C. Hoffman, III
September Term 1983, No 215

Dear Mr. Cummings:

Enclosed is the original and seven copies of our Answer to
Petition for Writ of Certlorari to the Court of Special
- Appeals of Maryland and a Certification of Mailing in the
above-entitled matter.

Verk truly yours,

(ﬁLLLLHEE{;M_ﬁ__,,—

WALLACE DANN
WD/ bnm
Enclosures

cc: Johin W. Hessian, II1I, Esquire
Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire b/’/

it

P m
T

Based on our review of the record in this
case and our analvois of the evidence, supra, we hold
that the finding of the Board that there was mistake
or error in the adoption of the 1280 Comprehensive
Zoning Map was fairly debatable and we, therefore, affirm
the judgment of the Circuit Court for Baltimore County.

Boyce, supra; Overton v. County Comnrmissioners, 225 MdA

216 (1960).

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED.

COSTS To BE PAID BY
APPELLANT.
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NO. 215

PECPLE'S COUNSEL FOR BALTIMORE CCUNTY,
Petitioner
Vs,
LOUIS C. HOFFhAN, II1, et ux.,

Respondents

ANSWER TO PETITION FOR WRIT COF CERTIORARI
TO THE COURT OF SPECTAL APPEALS OF MARYLAND

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN
Deputy People's Counsel
for Baltimore County
Room 223, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204

JCHN W. HEESSIAN, III
People’'s Ccunsel for
Baltimore County
Room 223, Court House

Townon, Maryland 21204

WALLACE DANN
Attorney for Respondents
305 W. Chesapeake Avenue
517 Chesapeake Bullding
Towson, Maryland 21204
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IN THE

COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND

SEPTEMBER TERM, 1983

NO. 215

PEOPLE'S COUNSEL FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY,
Petitioner
VS.

LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III, et ux.,

Respondents

~ ANSWER TO PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI
"T0 THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS OF MARYLAND

The Respondents, LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III and NANCY
HOFFMAN, for answer to the Petition filea by Petitioner,
PEOPLE'S COUNSEL FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY, state that the issves
raised and the questions presented for review were properly
decided by the Court of Special Appeals and none of them raise
an issue of such special interest to the public asz to reqguire
review by the Court of Appeals.

ARGUMENT

The questions presented for review by the Petitioner
distort the pertinent issues in the form in which they were
presented to the Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, to the

Circuit Court for Baltimore County and to the Court of Special

Appeals of Maryland.

o

494-3180

i et M e s L e

Gosnty Bourd of Appeals

Room 219, Court Howse
Towson, Marylend 21204

March 3, 1982

Wallace Dann, Esq.
Suite 517, Chesapeake Bldg.

Towson, Md. 21204
Re: Case No. R-82-66 (ltem ¥¢)

Dear Mr, Dann: Louis C. Hoffman, I, et ux

Enclosed herewith is a copy of the Cpinion and Order
passed today by the County Board of Appeals in the above entitled case.

Very truly yours,

(e et

# Holmen, Secretary

7

Encls.

cc: Lowis C, Hoffman, il
J. W. Hessian, Esq.
W. E. Hammond
J. E. Dyer
N. E. Gerber
J. Hosweh
Board of Education
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The matter of the reclassification from RC 5 down-
wards to RC 2 in any event is basically moot, because the
expert who testified before the Board of Appeals on behalf of
the Planning Department of Baltimore County stated that
irrespective of the outcome of this litigation that the
Department will recommend the change requested by the

Petitioners in the 1984 comprehensive zoning map.

Supstantial evidence was adduced upon which the Board
of Appeals of Baltimore County could find, and did find, that
the factual basis upon which the property was originally zoned
or classified in the 1980 comprehensive zoning map was in
er;or.

The presumption of validity of the zoning action is
ove~come and error or mistake is established when probative
evidence is produced to show that the underlying premises of
the county council were false, which in turn can be
demonstrated by preoof that those who prepared the plan were

uninformed of, or did not take into account, existing facts.

Boyce v. Sembly, 25 Md. App. 43, 334 A.2d 137 (1975).

The opinion of the Bo~>d of Appeals of Baltimore
County is devoid of any matter of substance which would

justify the raising of question number 3 before this Court;

nor has this issue been raised heretofore.

Res ectfiiix/sﬁﬁmitted,
W%M-*——'

WALLACE DANN

517 Chesapeake Building
305 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
301=321-0%40

Wallace D

ATTORNMNEY AND COUNSELLGR AT LAY
SUITE Bt7”
CHEBAPEAKE BUILDING
308 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVENUE
TOWEBON,- MARYLAND 27204

(331 221.0840

ABSOCIATES
DAVID M. LAYTON
RAYMOND V. RANGLE

December 16, 1981

Ms. ZzZren Riegel
Room 113, County Offi .e Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Louis C. Hoffman, 1II t
Cass #R-82-66 r OF W

Dear Ms. Riegel:

£nclosed herewith please find check, d
ra~n to the
ggvgiigi?ggeagguntyé1Mary%and in the amoﬁnt gf $51.31 cgigﬁing
posting of the prope
of the above-captioned matter. property whish 1s the subject

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Verk truly ,
[ -
Wallace Dann
w oD o
Enclosure T o 0o E
WD:dj : :g =
- e
Y R - R
L
. p—r_‘" i =y -
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v x 77
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

1 HEREBY CERTIFY, that on t;his,/df’_d day of June, 1983,
a copy of the foregoing Anwer was malled to Peter Max
Zimpmerman, Esquire and John W. Hessian, III, Esquire, Rocm
223, Court House, Towson, Maryland 21204, attorneys for the

Petitioner.
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WALLACE DANN

2d

A3Atio

o SN 2 e i Siianr ol

o

BALTIMORE CCJUNTY, MARYLAMND

K. 102630

OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIVISION
MISCELLANEQUS CASH RECEIPT

onle 12/28/81 01.-662

ACCOUNT

i
H

i

AMOII.IN‘!' $51, 31

recaivee Wallace Dann, Esquirs .

FRGM:

ron,2nd Full page edd of Case #R-B2-66 (Haffrnan)

51316

ABSOCIATER
DaAVID M. LAYTON
HAYMOND ¥V, RANGLE

VALIDATION OR SIGHNATURE OF CASHIER

allace Dnm

ATTORNEY AND COUNSELLOR AT LAW
SUITE 817
CHEBAPEAKE BUILDING
OB WEST CHEBAPEAKE AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

{301) 321.0840

September 29, 1981

Baltimore County Office of
Plarning & Zoning

Room 113
County Cffice Bullding

Towson, Maryland 21204

ATTN: Ms. Karer Riegel

RE: Petition for re-classification
SE/cor. of Long Green Pike & Glen
Arm Rd.
Louis C. Hoffman, III, Et Ux -
Petitioners Case #R-82-66

Dear Ms. Rliegel:

Enclosed herewith please find our check drawn to the
order of Baltimore County, Maryland in the amount of $70.50 to
cover the cost of advertising and posting of the above-

captioned progperty.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly urs,

/ c o
Wallace Dann he on O —
e -~ LN
BALT{MCRE COUNTY, MARYLAND ... No G e T
~ OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIVISION | - 101646 ¥ = 3m
MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT S - 3 = 27

‘ o -a

-
DATE

10/8/81 o 012662

RECEIVED

AMOUNT $70| 50

Wallac e Dann, Esquire

FROM:

con, FO8ting & Advertising of Case §R. 8Z-b66 (Hoifman)

PECPLE'S CUUNSEL TOR BALTIMGHEZ é
SOUNTY In the =
3 Court of Appeals

of Mary!land 5
Petition Docket No. 215
;
September Ter 3
LOUIS C.HCFFMAN, III m. 198 5
et ux. (No. 1398, September Term, 19 82
. Court of Special Appeals)
ORDER P
N -

Upon consideration of the petition for a writ of certiorari to the Court of

- and the answer filed thereto
Special Appeals in the above entitled case, it is '

ORDERED, by the Court of Appeals of Maryland, that the petition be, and

it is hereby, denied as there has been no showing that review by certiorari is desirabla

and in the public interest,

[s/ Robert C. Murphy
Cheef Judge

Date: September 14, 1983.

s : r

CEETIFICATE OF POSTING
ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

S
District.__._ {_/_-_-- - e . '
& s - Soa
Posted for: _[ffiffigﬁiiffzi-_ng_;::,.--_Z;;;_J,;
N/ IS )

Petitioner: —..--. ;Zjéifgﬁﬁté? ___________ ;----

f?’ Datse of return:..
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" Petition for
Re-Classification

" iITH DISTRICT /

- ZONING: Petition for
Re-~lassification ,—/l)

LOCATION: Scutheasi
corner of Long Green Pike
and Glen Arm Road

DATE & TIME:
Wednesday, September 23,
1981 &t 10:30 A M.

PUBLIC HEARING:
Room 218, Courthouse,
! Towson, Maryland

The County Hoard of
Appeals for Baitimore
County, by authority of
the Ba}tlmore County
Charter, wili hold a publie
kearing:

Present Zoning: R.C. &
Proposcd Zonu g: R.C.2

- ALL THAT PARCEL

. OF LAND in the Eleventh
Distriet of Bnltimore
County.

BEGlh NING FOR THE 1
SAME Jt the intrrsection
formed by the centerling of
Leng Greea Pike and the’
centarline of CGlen Arm:

. Road, running thence and

binding on the ceuterline
. of Long Green Pike South
- 33 degrees 13 minutes 55
. seconds West 277.82 faet,
thence leaving said road
{ and running South 43 de-.
' grees 23 minutes 35 aee-:
| onds East 23,72 feet, South
85 degreea 36 minutea 359§
seconds East 103.07 feet,
South 70 degrees 49 min-
utes 45 seconds East 59.53

Qe T: s

r/
Middte River, Md., ﬁ” ;éu 7 19

Thrs is to Cemfy, That the annexed
/ //L’ L{ 4’“. -

N

was inserted in Qe Times, a rewspaper printed

and published in Baltimore County, once in each

of i~ successive
weeks before the Al day of

—

o fegd 198"

///ﬁf 7// ”/% Publisher.

IV

PR EALN

3 feet, South 17 degrees 42
? minutes 35 seconds East
.+ 33.41 feet, South 71 de-
 grees 4T minutes 35 sec-
% onds West 15.66 feet,
* North 63 degrees 59 min-
utes 3. seconds West 60.00
feet, ‘North 85 degrees 36
minutes 35 seconds West
114.65 feet, North 43 de-
grees 23 minutes 35 sec-
. onds West 26.64 feet to the
centerline of Long Green
Pike, binding on said Pike
South 30 degrees 13 min-
uytes 55 . seconds West
- 120.60 feet, thence leaving
Long Green Pike and run-
ning North B4 degrees 08
minutes ‘10 seconds East
526.31 feet and North 42
degrees 50 seconds 00 min-
utes East 254.12 feet to the
center of Glen Arm Road,
running thence binding
thereon North 79 degrees
B8 minutes C0 - seconds
West 104,00 feet, North 78
degiees 33 minutes 00 vec-
onds - West  100.00 feat,
% North 75 degrees 40 min-
utes 00 seconds  West
100.00 feat, North 70 de-
grees 35 minutea 00 pec-
ondes West 100.00 feet and
North 70 degrees 19 min-
't utes 20 seconds Vest 92.95
feot to the place of begm-

CONTAINING 3 1 acres
J of land, more or less
BEING - the property of
Louis C. Hoifmln Ll! and
wife,

Bellg the- property of
Louu C. Hoffman, III, ot
ux, as shown oo plat plan |

t

filed with the Zomng De-
partment. L

Hearing Date: Wednes. [
day, September 23, 1381 at j
10:00 A M.

Public Hearing: Room g
218, Courthouse, Towson, ¥
Maryland. 3

. Count Bnln! of Appeals
Pt X JBdﬁwwc‘.m -

F

{l‘nventh District of Bnlumom Coun-

‘Intezsection formed by the ecenter-,

- degrees 4% minutes 35 seconds East

partment

_ tember 23, 1981 at 10:00 A M.

PETITION FOR
RE-CLASSIFICATION
11th DISTRICY .

ZONING: Petition for Rn—Cia.samc.l-
tion
LOCATION: Hsutheast mmar of

Long Green Pike and Glen Arm

Road
DATE & TIME: Wednesday, Bep-
- temvher 23, 1981 at 10:00 A B, -
PUBLIC HEARING: Room 218,

Counhouu. 'f‘owaon, Harylmd

—

'I‘M chn!ng COmmlrsioner of Bnl«
timore County. by suthority of the
Zoning Act and Regulations of|
altimare County, wil hold [ pub»
Iie hearing: . .

* Present ZOnlng' R.C. 6 :

* Proposed Zoning: R.C. 2 - o

" Al! that parget of land In the

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON, MD.,....._..Saptesber. 3, 19.81

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was
published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper printed

and published in Towson, Baltimore County, Md., hrecdnceatk

A bk S
Beginning lor the sams at the

ok nie.time _____mopexxivesxwesis befere the . 23rd —ceeee- §

line of Long Green Plke and the |

centerline of Glen Arm Road, run-

ning thence and binding on the een-

terline of Long ' Green Plke South

30 degrees 19 mingtes 55 eeconds

2aid roud and runaing Boath 4 de ptenh
and running Sout (4

greew 23 minutes 35 seconds East appearing on the__jrd____-_day Of——-—se = R

23.72 feet, South 25 degrees 38 min-

utes S8 seconds East 103.07 feet,

South 70 degrees 49 minutes 45 10_81

seconds’ Hast .83 feet, SBouth 17 T

33.41 1., Bouth Tt degrees 4T minutes
35 seconds West 1558 feet, North
63 degrees §9 minutes 25 meconde
‘West 80.00 fest, .North 35 degrees
3% minute: 3¥ seconds West 11° 6
feet, North 43 degrees I3 minutas 35
seconds West 26.54 feet to the cen-
terline of Long Green Pike, bind-
Ing on sald Pike South 30 degrees
19 minutes 55 seconds West 12060
feet, thence leaving Long Creen
Pike snd running North 84 degreea
08 minutes 10 seconds East 525.31
feet and North 42 degrees 50 sec-
onda 00 nilnutes East 264.12 feet to
the cenier of Glen Arm Road, run-
ning thence hinding therton North
T8 degrees 53 minutea 00 seennds
West 101.00 feet, Narth 76 degreeaj
83 minuter 00 seconds West 100.00§
feet, North .5 degrees 40 minutes
(0 seeonds West 10.00 feet, Norih{
70 degrees 35 minutes 00 Beconds
West 100.00 feey and Norih 70 de-
greea 19 minutex 20 seconda Wesl

Containing 3.1 acren of land, more
or lesa,

Being the property of Louwia C.
' Hoftman Il and wife,

Beiny the property of Louls C
Hoftman, III, £t ux, as shown on
piat plan tiled with the Zoning De.

Loast L o ‘ﬁw%“g‘ W Q’WP‘M!"\ mumc&“h"&mﬂwwﬁawrﬁ

Hearing Date: Wednesday, Bep-:

Tublic Hearing: Room 218, Cuart-
house, Towsnn, Maryland .
By Order of
WILLIAM T, HACKETT
Chairman
County Board of Appeals
of Baltimcre County .
Sep* 1.

\ DALTIMORE COUN [N
¥ CHFICE OF PLANNING & ZCMNING
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
4394 JJ:)C}

WiLLIAM E. HAMMEED
LONING COMMSSIONER

June 32, 1561

Wzllace Donm, Esgilre
Suite S17, Chesapeake Tuilding
305 Weet Checapeske Averua
Toweon, Marrlard 21204
TE1 Xtea No. 6 - Cycle Xo. 1
Petitioner - Louis C. Hoffuan IIX, et al
Reclasgification Petition

Dear Mr. Danmm
This is to advise you that $77.15 is due for the first advertising

of the above property. Two additional bills will be forwarded to you in the near luture.
All bills rust be pald before en order ls issued.

Please make check payable to Baltimore County, Maryland, and remit to Karen Riegel,
Room 113, County Office Building, Tow=on, Maryland 2120) before the hearing.

("‘ "—-‘w

UILLI.L{ E. HA0ND
Zoning Coissioner

WE:mch

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIVISION
MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT

No. 100403

1/22/81 0)-662

DATE

ACCOUNT

$77.18

AMQUNT
RECEIVED

peceveo Louts €. Holfman, 0]
ron. Adyertising of Item 6, cycle ]

WY U SIAL A3

" VALIDATION OR SIGNATURE OF CASHIER

92.95 fect to the place of beginning. g
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PETITIUN FCR RECLASSIFICATTON BEFORE THE

from R.C.5 to R.C. 2 Zone
SE corner Long Green Flke )
& Glen Arm Rd., 1llth District

* CO™!TY BOARD OF APPEALS

¥ OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III, et ux, * Item 6, Cycle 1
Petitioners .
T T T I *

SUBFOENA DUCES TECUM

MR. CLERK:

Please issue a subpoena duces tecum to the following

persons

Mr. George Burton

12032 Glen Arm Road

Glen Arm, Maryland 21057
to appear and testify in the above entitled case and make the
came returnable to the County Board of Appeals, Room 218, Court
House, Towson, Maryland 21204, on Thursday, January 14, 1982 at

10:00 a.m. the same to continue from day to day until hearing of

the case is concluded.

J
.

Wallace Dann

Suite 517 - Chesapeake Building
305 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

321=-0840
Attorney for the Petitioners

Mr. Sheriff:

Please issue the above summons.

o =
[ 2 o S
Gl 2 ARER Py hr-.j
/fune Holmen, Bd. of Appeals \ me
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RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION ¥
from R.C.5 to R.C. 2 Zone

SE corner Long Green Pike ™~ *
& Glen Arm Rd., 1llth District '

BEFORE THE
COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
* OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III, et ux, * Item 6, Cycle 1

Petitioners *

SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM

MR. CLERK:

Please issue a subpoena duces tecum to the following
person:

Mr. Don Toabaugh

11660 Glen Arm Road
Glen Arm, Maryland 210%7

-

to appear and testify in the above entitled case and make the

same returnable to the County Board of Appeals, Room 218, Court

House, Towson, Maryland 21204, on Thursday, January 14, 1982 at

10:00 a.m. the same to continue from day to day until hearing of

the case 1s concluded.

oSl

Wallace Dann .

Suite 517 - Chesapeake Building
305 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Marylan 21204
321-0840 '

Attorney for the Petitioners

M. Sheriff:

Please issue the above summons.

(Lone ot

_~June Holmen hd
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PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION * BEFORE THE %
from R.C.5 to R.C. 2 Zoune
SE corner Long Green Pik=a *

& Glen Arm Rd., 1lth District

RE:
COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
* QOF BALTIMORE COUNTY

LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III, et ux, * Item 6, Cycle 1

Petitioners

* * # | * ¥ * % % * ¥ #* * ¥ # # *

SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM

. MR. CLERK:

Please issue a subpoena duces tecum to the following

! person:

Mr. Dick Curran

clt ,m?

122811
9811 Van Buren Lane £,D

Ccekeysville, Maryland 21030

. to appear and testify in the above entitled case and make the

same returnable to the County Board of Appeals, Room 218, Court

' House, Towson, Maryland 21204, on Thursday, January 14, 1982 at

10:00 a.m. the same to continue from day to day until hearing of

the case 1s concluded.
]

/

[ N —
Wallace Dann
Suite 517 - Chesapeake Bullding
305 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
321-0840
Attorney for the Petitioners

Mr. Sheriff:
Please issue the above summons.
A
&e Holmen, Bd. of Appeals
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BEFORE THE /7 g

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

5! RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION *
! from R.C.5 to R.C. 2 Zone

\ 2 corner Long Green Pike *
& Glen Arm Rd., 1llth District

;; * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

§§ LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, III, et ux, * teo 5, Cyele 1
b Fetitioners
*
¥ * * * * % ¥ * X % % ¥ #* # # * *

@i SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM

MR. CLERK:

Please isrie a subpoena duces tecum to the following

_ Chtoad) 12/23/01
E Glen Arm, Maryland 21057

1200 M

to appear and testify in the above entitled case and make the

person:

Mr. John Kempske
140 Long Green Pike

i
y same returnable to the County Board of Appeals, Room 218, Court
|

the case is conecluded.

By (S
Wallace Dann
Suite 517 « Chesapeake Bullding
- 305 West Chesapeake Avenue
" Towson, Maryland 21204
321-0840
Attorney for the Petitioners

Mr, Sheriff:

Please issue the above summons.

‘ L
? 4 ﬁ£¢;7{ P
/jlf;ne Holmen, Bd. of Appeals
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House, Towson, Maryland 21204, on Thursday, January 14, 1982 at

10:00 a.m. the same to continue from day to day until hearing of

Sy

TEREE

" MR.

RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATICN
from R.C.5 to 7.0, 2 Zone
SE corner Long dreenn Pilke ®
& Glen hrm Rd., 1lth District

BEFCRE THE
COUNTY BOARD OF XPPEALS

®*  OF BLLTIMORE COUNTY

LOUIS C. HOFFMAi#, III, et ux,, *

item 6, C,cle 1
Petitioners

* * * % * * #* * # ® L ¢ y # 4 * L] -

SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM

CLERK:

.Please issue a subpoena duces tccum to the following

person:

Mr. Dick Curran
9811 Van Buren Lane
Cockeysville, Maryland 21030

to appear and Lestify in the above ;ntitled case and make the
same returnable to the County Board of Appeals, Room 218, Court
Houre, Towson, Maryland 21204, on Thursday, January 14, 1982 at
10:00 a.m. the same to continue from day to day until hearing of

the case is concluded.
-

/

O
wallace Dann

Suite 517 - Chesapeake Building
305 West Chesapeake Avenus
Tewson, Maryland 21204
3210840

Attorney for the Petitioners

Mr. Sheriff:

" sase issue the above summons.

Co7 /
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FETITION FOR RECLASSTFICATION *
from R.C.5 to R.C. 2 Zone

SE corner Long Green Pike *
& Glen Arm Rd., 11lth District

RE: BEFORE THE
COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
% OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

LOUIS C. HOFFHMAN, III, et ux, *
Petitioners

Item 6, Cycle 1

SUBPOENA DUCES TECLUM

MR. CLERK:
Please issue a subpoena duces tecum to the following
person:

Mr. John Kempske

140 Long Crsen Tiwe
Glen Arm, Maryland 21057

to appear and testify in the above entitled case and make the

same returnable to the County Board of Appeals, Room 218, Court

House, Towson, Maryland 21204, on Thursday, January 1%, 1982 at

10:00 a.m. the same to continue from day to day until hearing of

the case is concluded.

Wallace Dann
Suite 517 - Chesapeake Building
305 West Cheszpeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
321-0840

Attorney for the Petitioners

Mr. Sheriff:

Please issue the above summons.
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RE1 PETITION FORX RECLASSIFICATICN @ bzrﬁé%~fn£'}“’ Tl

from R.C.5 to R.C. 2 Ione : p
SE corner Leng Green Plke ®  LOUNTY POARD ©OF ATFEALSR
& Glen Ara Rd., 1lth District

e CF BALTIMCRY COUNTY

LOUIS €. HOFFMAK, 111, et ux, ¢

ltex 6, Cycle }
Fetitinners i

SUBPCFRA DUCES TEOUM

MR. CLERK:

Please {3szue a subtpoena <Cuces iecum %o the fcollewing

persont

Mr. Don Tombaugh
11660 Clen #rw Road
Glen Arm, Maryland

o
\j'],‘(/"ﬂ '3/ 8

e )
fL¢‘€)

to appear and testify in the above entitled casce ;na ;ake the

€1057

saze rasturnable to the County EBcard cf Appeals, Foea 18, Court

House, Towson, iaryland 212G4, on Thursdey, January l&, ly32 st

10:00 a.o. the »ame to continue from cay to day until hearing of

the case (3 concluded.

Talince Lann
Culte LI1T7T - (lessnjeane Luficding
05 West Chesapeahe Averue
Towson, Maryland £1<C4
3121=-0840

Attorney fcr the Petiticrers

Me, Sheriffs

Plecse issve the obove summons,
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RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION BEFORE

from R, C, 5toR.C, 2

Southeast corner Long Green Pike :
ond Glea Arm Rood

Flith Districr : Cr

COUNTY BOARD OF AMPEALS

LOULS C. HOFFMAN , LI, et ux, :
Fetitionen

BALTIMORE COUNTY

' Nc, R-82-66 (item 1¢)

OPINIOW

This cowe comes befare this Boord requesting e cionge In zoning ’
clasification from R.C, 510 R.C, 2. The porcel in quettion co~tains 3, 1¢ acres and is
locoted on the southemst comer of Long Green Pike ond Glen Arm Rood in the 11th Election
District oJ Baltimore County. The case wos heard this duy ia ity enticety.

The whiect parcel is o completely wooded parcel whose sopgronhy
ri-es rother steeply from north % routh and west to ecst, The 2oning on the south ond et
is .C. 2 while the zoning ocross the two roods con-tituting the other *wo boundaries is
either ML or R.C, 3, It mat olio be noted that rom the weitern boundary, Long Greea
Fike, ond extending generlly easterly into the subject site. thers exishh 0 1t of panhandle
parcel some 200% 14et long by X0 feet wide thot contoins @ common poichle witer supply %

f ﬁ’lﬂ?‘ﬂﬂluﬁghhuﬁngl!ﬁdﬂuni,Gn‘ﬂllih.cﬂnﬁdﬂ!"adnrfluﬁﬂfdIﬁ.t‘!ﬁllﬂbﬁ@f
l;hc. :
Thllomi|~ﬂlnotanoﬂpiinthhiuﬁn&msaadchﬁl?ruhnanyondtvkhﬂmo
presented by the witnesses testifying this day, but will lst the ccurt record provide any !
| detuiled tes*imony thot mcy become needed. It will, howeve:, sommorize thowe items |
presented that meeit specic! consideration, Mr, Fobert §, Caines, o r=a! sitate broker
and corsulton! to developen, testified that becoure of the slopas involved ond the pony-
londle parce: Containing the woter supply, thot ot the very most, only one huma could be
erected on this property and that the only view of lorded this hore would be the foctory
containing the Gruman Aerowpace Un't, and tha in his opinion this woudd not be

fincycially prozticoi. M, Louis Hoftmon, Petitioner ond property owner, testifies that be
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‘ Louis C. Hoffman, 111, et ux

' Case No. R-82-66 (Item #6)

! received this day.

RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION
from R,C, 5 to R,C. 2 Zone
Southeast corner Long Green Pike
and Glen Arm Road
11th District

LCUIS C, HOFFMAN, III, et ux,

Petitioners

Zoning Case No, R-82-66 (Item #6)

MR, CLERK:

to R.C, 2 zone,

! ..- HE /
L . ," . -'-;;Tl-‘-ti'.?,,’r.' -

A

Peter Max Zimmerman
Deputy People's Counsel
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earns his living by operating a fruit tree orchard some 1/4 mile west of ! - subject site,
¢ He noted that he purchased this property in February 1981 with no intention of developing
it residentially, since the steepness of the topography, the failure of all save one percola=
tion tests and the restrictions by the community water supply parcel all indicated an error
' in zoning the property R.C, 5, but that comecting this error to R.C. 2 would provide him
| the use of the property he desired. Mr. Rudolf Fisher, a custcm home builder of some 25
years experience who lives in close proximity to the subject site, testified that he personallyf'
inspected the site and felt that not even one home could be granted permits for erection,
. since the only percolation test that passed would pla_e the sewerage system on a higher
| elevation than the home or its well and therefore no permit would be granted. Mr. John
E Kempski and Mr. Donald Tombaugh, both residents of the area, testified in favor of the |
Eg petition. Mr. Richard Curran, County Agricultural Agent for Baltimore County, testified
i that he favored the reclassification of this parcel to R, C, 2, and that to designate this
| small parcel R, C. 5 in the midst of large areas of strictly farmland classified R, C. 2 was
in error. This concluded Petitioner's case, |
Mr. James Hoswell, Planner for Baltimore Cuunty, testified as to the
i correctness of the R.C. 5 zoning. He stated that h» had carefully reviewed the petition
as it offects this property and agreed with the Planning Board's recommendation. He
i described the adjacent neighborhood in detail and noted residential use on all three of the
other corners of this intersection. Since these are long existing residence s and since there
are many other residences in the nearby area, he testified that it was his 6pinion the ,
present zoning is correct. He also noted for everyones' benefit that R.C. 5 zoning denied ‘
use as a farmers' co-operative roadside stand, but that R.C. 2 zoning permitted this use
by special exception and noted that this intensive roadside sales use may not be compatible
with the residential use already there. F.- also testified that this property was not on issue

on either the 1776 or the 1980 comprehensive map process, This concluded testimony

ORDER FOR APPEAL

Please note an appeal to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County from the
Opinion and Order of the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, under date of

March 3, 1982, gronting a zoning reclassification on the subject property from R,C, 5

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Order w1s delivered to the
* Administrative Secretary, County Board of Appeals, Rm. 200, Court House, Tow;on;
Maryland 21204 on this 7/6‘1 gay of March, 1982; and a copy was mailed to Wallace

Dann, Esquire, Suite 517, Chesapeake Building, Towson, Maryland 21204,

e

Lon r:c"v'q:v"v;!ea

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT

FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

AT LAW
: Misc. Cocket No, i/
Folio No, ) _ifg___“
: File No. £2-M-K3

T I S

iﬁﬁ e {f‘ ) 'H"-“{;ﬁ't an &T‘

JOhL' W. Hessian, 11l

People's Counsel for Baltimore County
Rm, 223, Court House

Towson, Maryland 21204

494-2183

/"} Py - t
f Ay M - /, (A AL

Peter Max Zimmerman

.~ ‘«ﬂ - ’ 3
Received: L Zﬂh!z:; 7 (/2

Edith T, Eisenhart
Administrativy Secrefary,
Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

-

{
!. touis C. Hoffman, 1li, et ux 3.
. Case No. k~82-66 (ltem #¢)

i
l After careful considerating of the testimony and evidenre presented this
z

i
|

i .

property as residential development yet testimony from witnesses intimately familiar with the

i
i
il

!
; -

‘Mom Hon in the report is made of the panhandle water supply parcel and the restrictions

L it imposes on the use of the preperty residentially. In addition, actual percolation tests

have been conducted and failed, except for one area, this particular area being not suitable
for residential use. Therefore, the Board is of the opinion that the Planning Board's

} recommendation of retention of the R.C, 5 zoning for residential use is in error, Since
;E no issue regarding this property was raizad on either the 1976 or the 1980 comprehensive

! map process, the Board must assume these facts were also not before the County Council

N

F

" when it offirmed the R.C. 5 zoning. Therefore the Boaid will find the R.C. 5 zoning to
: be in error and grant the petition to rezone the subject parcel from R.C, 5to R.C. 2.

ORDER

For the reasons s.ef forth in the aforegoing Opinion, it is this _3rd day
of March , 1982, by the County Board of Appeals, ORDERED that the petition of
i Louis C. Hoffman, lll, et ux, for rezening of the subject parcel from R,C, 5to R.C. 2,
be and the same is hereby GRANTED.

Any appeal from this decision must be in accordance with Rules B-1 thru

B-12 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure.
COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY .

o | ylharm, T WpchED

Witlio Hackett, Chairman
| /ng %"4

' /
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IN THE MATTER

OF THE APPLICATION
QF LOUIS C, HOFFMAN, LI, ET UX, : CIRCUIT COURT
FOR REZONING OF SOUTHEAST
CORNER LONG GREEN PIKE ANL FOR
GLEN ARM ROAD IN THE 11th DISTRICT

Cr BALTIMORE COUNTY, : BALTIMORE COUNTY
FROMR,C., 5to R.C 2 ZONE

IN THE

AT LAW
Zoning Cose No. R-82-66 (ltem ¥¢)
} : Misc. Docket No. 14
“ : Felio No. 88
: File No. 82-M-83

H .
¢« & 3 ¢ §F 2 2 3

h CERYIFICATE OF NOTICE
Mr, Clerk:

Pursuant to the provisions of Rule B=2(d) ~f the Maryland Rules of Procedwre
William T. Hackett, Keith S. Franz, and Leroy B. Spurrier, constituling the County Beard
of Appeals of Baltimore County, have given notice by mail of the filing of the appeal to the
representative of every party to the proceeding before it; namely, Louvis C. Hoffman, I,
et ux, Box 203, Glen Arm, Md. 21057, Petitioner; Wallace Dann, Esq., Suite 517,

Chesapeake Bldg., Tewson, Md. 21204, Counsel for Petitioners; and John W. Hessian, ili,

Esq., Court House, Towson, Md. 21204, People's Counsel for Baltimore County, a copy of

which Noﬁce is attached hereto and prayed that it may be made a part thereof,

(75
: Holmen, County Board of Appeals
m. 200, Court Housa, Towson, Md, 21204
Telephone, 494-3180
1 HEREBY CERTIFY that @ copy of the aforegoing Certificate of Notice
has been mailed to Louis C. Hoffman, MU, et ux, Box 203, Glen Arm, Md. 21057,

Petitioners; Wallace Dann, Esq., Suite 517, Chesapeake Bldg., Towson, Md. 21204,

Counsel for Petitioners; and John W. Hession, Ill, Esq., Court House, Towson, Md., 21204

People's Counsel for Baltimore County, on this  31st day of Marck , 1982,
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‘Holmeén
unty Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

| subject site indicates residential development as not only impractical but virtually impossible.

i

A

e meumxm B 3 = 4,, "»&i
e : LE s . iy

. . 3 ) ) ‘ " e ¥

o B il ']".“.‘:“ %

RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICA ION 4 IN THE CIRCUIT COUR? - o
FROMR. C. 50 R. C, 2 Zow Oups
Southeasi corner Long Green Pike : FOR BALTIMOKE COUNTY
and Glen Arm Rood ! ' : \ .
11th District ' AT LAW ' ' ;:;:';{;h ;" e » -
;ci.ws C. HOFFMAN, IIl, et ux, 1 Misc, Ducke: 340, 14 E'Fv;;lﬁz’:;.lﬂanc“ﬂ.l " ;
etitioners - -, , Cout s .
: Folio No, 88 : Towson, Warytand 21204 ;
Zoning Case No, R-82-66 (Item 76) - _ 494-2138 -
; File No, 62~ 14-83 ia
tle Fo | PHERIBY CORTIFY tharem thiz P 14 anp of March, 1982, & cony "
tirise: . , A o
of me fiegoing Petition on Appeal was delive:sd 13 the Admiinlitretive Secretsry, ;
PETITION ON APPEA : '
L : County buard of Appashs, Rm, 00, Court Home, Tousan, Maryland 21204; end o L s
The Peogle's Counsel for Baltimore County, Protestant below and Appellont hereln, topy wat mailed 1o Wellace Denn, Saquire, Suite 217, Chewpeste boilding, Townen,
in compliance with Maryland Rule B-2(e), files this Petition on Appeal setting forth the o Marylond 21204, : ,
grounds upon which this Appeal is taken, viz: E

1. The record failed to support a finding of error in tna Comprehens've Zoning Map

Y *1
. Perer Mon Tivondroged Lo
process, Baltimore County Code Section 2-58,1(3)(1). . |

2. The record failed to show that the prospective reclassification was warranted,

vecoivedi_ctid 3 S i, L

(dith T, Lisentert h .
; Adm'nlsrmtive Lsaerery - R
assify the subject property was arbitrary, doord of e of wn'm. Coumty ? _
capricious, and not based on substantial and fagally comperent avidenca.

Bcltimore County Code Section 2-58, 1 (N2,

3. The decision of the Board of Appeals to rec!

4. The County Council, in the course of the 1920 Comprehensi s Rezoning process,

placed an appropriate zoning reclassification on the subject property, and provided for It

@ reasonable use,

S. The Board of .. seals, in its finding of errar, wrongfully substituted its judgment

for that of the County Council.
WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays that the Order of the Board of Appeals dated March 3,
1982 b e reversed, and the R.C. 5§ zoning classiﬁooﬁoﬁ enacted by lsghlaticn L ralrarated,

AND AS IN DUTY BOUND, stc.,
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RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION \N THE CIRCUIT COURT L Aye, ) :
1 HER : ; !
from R,C. 5to R.C., 2 Zone ERERY CERTFY shat om hiy .....4-__"""_. day of ddmeci, 1982, o copy of :
Southeast corner Long Green Pike : FOR BALTIMCRI COUNTY ; 0 tons; , o
and Glen Arm Road © the foregeing Petition for Eatersion of Tima 10 File Tmncript of Nocondings ond : w0
11th District : AT LAW proposed Order were delivered 10 the Administrative Secremry, Couwnty Board of Appeals F |
LOUIS C. HOFFMAN, 1H, et ux : Misc. Dacket No. 14 o Baltim: o s "
Petitioners ' ’ e pecker e, Baltimare County, Foom 200, Con ¢ 14 wie, Tranw, taayhay S PP
Folio No, 83 w3t noiled 1o Vgl : . i
, Zoning Case No. R-82-66 (Item ¥4) e ? Yealiaca Dona, Exquire, Suire 217, Chesspeohe Building, Towson « Moarylond
: File No, 82-m-813 _ 21204,
PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS “\
- : W ase i
. Petrer Moa ) ” -
People's Counsel for Baltimore Czusiy, Azpe!’znt herein, patitions this Court,
pursuant to Maryland Pule B7(b), for an extensioh of time within which to fils the
transeript of proceedings before the Baltimore County Board of Appeals and in support
Admicisrmgt)
of this Petition states: Sonrd d:;;:.:.:’:]:;... Couney
1. That your Petitioner hos heretofore filed his Appeal in this matter and the record
is ordinarily required to be tronsmitted to the Clerk of this Honorable Court by the County . Ackaow edged and Approved,
Board of Appeals on or before the 2Bth day of April, 1982,
2. That your Petitionar has been advised by the Administrotive Secre*ary of the rn e ,f'} 7} ﬁ: "3 v
County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County that the reporter for s0id Board, Carol m‘:r‘:::: i
. Ann Beresh, is absen! on vacation and presently has a backi~g of transcripts ta prepare
aad complete for records to be transmitted;
3. That it is the opinion of said Administrative Secretary thot upon her retum,
the said Carol Ann Beresh will not be able to complete the record in this coua in time
for transmittal within the initially allsted 30-day ;ﬁriod.
WHEREFORE, your Pefitioner prays that the time within which the record in this ~ G2
» - ('!I o
case might be transmitted in accordance with the Maryland Rules be extended for o . & 7 :
period of sixty days, . e : .
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Depury People's Counsel Peanple's Counsel for Baltimore County o .
Rm. 223, Court House R
Towson, Maryland 21204 .
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